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Executive Summary

This report presents Khulisa Management Services®o
of Refugee Youth in Urban Settings in Africa supported bythe U.S.Btatp ar t ment 6 s Bur eau
Refugeesand Migration (PRM). The purpose of the evaluation was to examine the work done by PRM
partners on protection of refugee youth in urban settings in Afhighlighting the contexts ifEgypt and
Uganda.

EVALUATI ON PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Theamof the evalwuation is to evaluate the effect al
areas for improvement and develop recommendatiSpsecifically, the evaluation aims to answer the
following research questions

1. What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and specifically the two
focus countries?

2. What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face?

3. Towhat extentis assistance provided by PRM partners reaching urbgeergiuth most in need and
helping them meet those challenges?

4. What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners?

The scope of the evaluation includes the work done botiteynational organizationd@s), primarily the
UNHCR, and NGOs. Chronologically, the evaluation covers programming for the period 2018 to the present.

The findings in this report were drawn from field wodeskreview, and observations in the locations where
the interventions took place.

EVALUATION DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS

To collect comprehensive data, Khuligtlized a mixed-methods approachthat combined the analysis of
global administrative data with data collected in Egypt and Uganda. Our analysis triangulated the qualitative
and quantitative data collected.

The evaluation team developed and used four key instruments for qualitativoiaddion: (i) Key Informant
Interviews (Klls) with IOs at both field and headquarter levels; (i) Klls with NGOs in the field; (iii) Focus
Groups (FGs) with the participation of 58 mentors, coordinators, and implementers of the programs throughout
the NQOs in Egypt; and (iv) KlIs witbeneficiaries in both countries. The quantitative portion of the evaluation
relies on two main sources: Data mining via desk review of administrative documents provided by PRM and
IOs; and Intercept Interviewsl§)) with refugees

The evaluation team conducted 11 KlIs with 10s (1 in Geneva, 7 in EgyptUganda)23 Klls with NGOs

(12 in Egypt 11 in Uganda), 59 Klls with beneficiaries (12 girls/women and 17 boys/men in Egypt; 19
girls’women and 11 boys/men in Uganda);&GsFwith 58 mentors coordinators and program implementers in
Egypt (45 women and 13 men). Theinvolved a total of 320 beneficiaries (69 girls/women and 79 boys/men
in Egypt and 96 girls’women and 76 boys/men in Uganda)

EVALUATION FINDINGS

Evaluation Question 1: What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and
specifically the two focus countries?

The evaluation found that assessingaharacteristics of the urban refugee youth population was complicated
by the fact tlat, despite the existence of an official UN definition of youth encompassingduals between

the ages of 15 and 24, this is not used uniformly eltlyéfN agencies, national governmeyas national and
international NGOgswith classifications ranging from 121, 14-29 to 1835 years of agésee section 4.1.1).

This makes accurate identification of the members of this group very difficult within a single country, and
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countrylevel counts practicallynon-comparableacross countri In addition, the process o&fugee
registration is not consistent among host countrssuch, the actual size of the refugee populatiorooign
be stated in terms of registered refugees and asylum seé&kbes1 combined, these two challenges mtkhah
assessing the characteristics of the urban refugee youth poputaigtrely on estimates.

Evaluation Question 2:What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face?

As presented in this report, urban refugee youth in both Egypt and Udanda number of protection
challenges (see section 4.2: The Challenges of Urban Refugee Youth), specifically:

Theimpact of domestic policeson ref ugees (see sections 4.2.1 and
provide shorterm residence permis and to deny work permits to ref
precarious and limits their ability to access both livelihoods and national public systemthe other hand,
Ugandads policies towards r ef ugagetheirdettlengentan ndasignatedf u g
rural areas.While internal mobility is not restricted, refugee services in urban areas are very liriteite

in both countries refugees have nomiaatess to national systemshey in fact perceive the associatedtso

as a real barrier to effective access.

Theabsence of sufficient employment opportunitiesvas identified in both Egypt and Uganda as the primary
challenge for urban refugee youth (see section 4.2.2.1). The roots of this challenge in Egypt relatmgaccor
to refugee youth consulted, to not having the right to work legally, which forces them into irregular
employment and exposes them to harassment, discriminatiah abuse from employers. In Uganda, the
absence of employment opportunities was linkeddspondents to their lack of education and training, and to
discrimination from the local population.

Difficulties in accessing educationWhile in Egypt the majority of refugees (those from Syria, Yemen, Sudan,
South Sudan and Palestine) can enroll iblguschools, refugee youth primarily attend Refugee Community
Schools as they are perceived to be of higher quality as well as avoid what refugees see as discrimination and
harassment. However, the cost of final exams is prohibitive, preventing studentslitaining qualifications

that would enable them to access better and more stable employimélganda, the main challenges in this

area arise from language barriers, the perceived low quality of the public education system, and the complicated
proces of accrediting prior education (see section 4.2.2.2).

The magnitude ofmental health challenges and difficulties in accessing health servicks urban youth
refugees represent other significant challenigeboth countries. In Egypt and in Uganda, thajonity of

refugees have fled violent conflict and bear the corresponding trauma. In both countries, the availability of
mental health services was described as poor, with most of the case load in this area being covered by NGOs
that do not always have didient nor sufficiently qualified personnelWhile accessing basic health care
services was not identified by respondents as a major issue, in both countries the cost of obtaining often rare
medication constitutes an ongoing challenge (see section 3).2.2.

Thelegal protection challengegsee sections 4.2.2.4 and 4.2.8)rban refugee youth in both countries find

it difficult to maintain current, valid permits, an issue that is most salieniriaccompanied and separated
children UASC) when they reach the age of majoritRespondents further indicated that arbitrary arrest and
harassment by the authorities are common occurreriReltedly, high levels ofexual and genddrased
violence SGBYV), negative attitudes and legal frameworkegardinglesbian, gay, bisexual,transsexual,
gueerfuestioning and intersex(LGBTQI) individuals, and reported racial and ethnic intolerance in both
countries place urban youth refugees at significant risk of rights violations.

Evaluation Question 3: To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other 10s, and
NGOs) reaching urban refuge youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges?

With regards to thevork conducted by PRM partners,we find that in both countries implemigns run solid
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interventions, whose success s partly the result of working with émcamunity-basedrganizatiors(CBOS),
providing direct employment to refugees and upskilling the local protection support (see sectionttlel ).

they strive to target urban youth specifically, they often provide services for the general refugee population,
whose evegrowing and pressgneeds are a challenge to address (see section 4.3.2). They also seek to identify
needs on an ongoing basis.

NeverthelesdOs and NGOs facseverabarriers to implementation (see section 4.3.6), including scarcity
and cycle of funding, legal barriers tegister to work in the country, and the lack of spaces to conduct
activities.

With regards to theeported challenges related to funding it is important to recognize that the United States
Governmentis by far the major donor in this area, and thats|agement practices with regards to flexibility
are generally appreciated by implementers.

Evaluation Question 4: What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners?
Some lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners

Holistic Programming. Programs that addressed issues of refugee families and communities were able to
achieve greater successes in reaching refugee yatittpsychosocial support and life skillsSthe UNICEF

and CARE partnership to set up Learning Hubs ig@gs one such example, where UNICEF used centers
that ran CARE6s Womends Empower ment program to ad
refugee youth and children to usdsing the same center is practical for youth to attend, builds trifsitiaa

parents, and enables the entire family unit to improve their digital skills and market access. Save The Children
uses a similar approach of providing several services at one cAmether example of the holistic approach

is thePsycheSocial Serices and Training Institute in Cai{®STIQ psychosocial program that works with
refugee families and communities as weltages refugee youth.

Formalizing diplomas and certifications. One barrier refugees face is obtaining official certification, such

as high school diplomas and university certificates or degrigeslihoods programs that are able to connect
refugees to formalized education drastically increase their chances fpafairg jobs further educatiorand
stability. One example is théesuit Refugee Servi¢@RS networking training in partnership with Makerere
University in Kampala. Livelihoods and education programs that give refugees access to computers and
computelliteracy training empower those refugees to reach an online market and obtain better paying jobs.
An example was thdlorwegian Refugee CoundiNRC) activity in Uganda.

Supporting services Another key approach in holistic programming ispivide supprting services to
refugee youth alongside livelihoods or education prograaxamples of these services seen at NGOs include
mental health support, day care for teenage caregivers, basic needs provisions such as food, neaication
hygiene products, ahlocal language classeslthough the funding directed at these servisagstricted the
NGOs uset to sustain the achievements in more targeted programs like livelihood, education dgneglitgal
areas.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I0s and NGOsepeatedly expressed their appreciation for BRé&mmitment to funding protection programing

for urban refugee youth, as the largest funder in this afela.s o , PRMé6s flexibility an
repeatedly considered an advantage of using®®®l funds. As a result of this evaluation there are some
recommendations that might be considered to better support PRM partners in Africa, which we present here
according to their relevance to the Evaluation Questions.

Evaluation Question 1: What arethe characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and
specifically the two focus countries?

Recommendation 1To obtain more accurate data in this area, PRM should collaborate with the rel®samtd
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national governments to support@re uniform use of the official UN definitiohyouth This could be achieved
through capacity building (training, development of statistical tools) as well as through requiring uniform reporting
in this area from grant recipients.

Evaluation Question 2:What are the main challenges these urban refugee youth face?

Based on the evaluation findings, we recommend the following actions to address the challenges urban youth
refugees have identified as the most pressagressing livelihoods and educatiordslso section 4.3.5)

Recommendation 1 Increase exposure and opportunities for refugee yougrdyding scholarships for talented
young refugees to attend universities or vocational schools in th&hisScan be done either through some of the
progams thatheU.S. Department of State Bureau of Educational and Cultural Atfaie already in place or
through dedicated PRM funding.

Recommendation 2 Include an economic empowerment element in funding as a crucial pillar in protection
programming forrefugeewomen and girlsinclude both boys and girls in prograpm®t onlyfrom refugee
communities but alsérom host communities.

Recommendation 3 Promote working witlefugeeled organizations (RLOS)nd refugee community structures
that have a greater context and understanding of the reftegdity on the groundSpecifics may be included in
the cooperativeagreementsvith International NGOs.

In addition, in order to address the challenges presented by discriminatory social p(aetcesctions 4.2.1,
4.2.2.4 and 4.2.3)we recommend the following:

Recommendatiod: Fund and present at the host governnienels studies on the benefits of the refugee
community in host countriesxdhow they add value to society to bring attittalichangetowards refugeedhis

could involve supporting the work of various think tanks on the economic added value of the presence of refugees
and migrant workers.

Evaluation Question 3:To what extentis assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other 10s, and NGOs)
reaching urban refugee youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges?

IOs and NGOs face several barriers to implementation (see section 4.3.6), includirtg andrcycle of funding,
legal barriers to register to work in the country, and the lack of spaces to conduct aciidteddress these
challenges, we recommend the following actions:

Recommendation 1 Support the development of capacities for 10 AR field operations by assisting NGOs

in building their presence hgountry to provide services to a greater number of refugBpecific funding can be
directed to create a small infrastructure for local NGOs to start diversifying their beneficiavies i@fugees and

host community membersn addition, fund training specifically on legal protection and mental health issues with
local and international subject matter experts to help strengthen this element of capacity and the sustainability of
thesemplementers At the same time, contribute to programs that can digitize service mapping so that refugee
youth can access information about public services from their smart phones, and increase the possibility for better
and meaningful referral to speciadid services

With regards to theeported challenges related to funding, it is importamecognize that the United States
Government is by far the major donor in this area, and that its management practices with regards to flexibility are
generally appeciated by implementers. Nevertheless, we recommend to following actions:

Recommendation 2 Create a mechanism to allow local and international NGOs to express where they need
funding. Because of fluid political and economic @ssand thenstability brought on by regional conflict and
violence in most areas where the refugees are located, it is advisable to consult and review prioritieSlyisarly
can be done through the presenceadifigee coordinatorfkefCoord3 and their networkof organizationsn the
ground.

Recommendation3Long term funding vs shortterm fundidgre peated suggestion from interviews with I0s and
NGOs was to increase the period of the grant, perhaps from three years to five yearsreaitfoming the annual
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nature of the financing and reporting\ccording to respondents, this would increase the opportunity for NGOs or
IOs to advocate with governments on particular issues, promote behavioral change over longer periods, and build
the capaity of local CBOs or RLOs to implement activities.

Evaluation Question 4: What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partnémnshat ways
can PRM support 10 and NGO partners to better address the needs of refugee yitiz® diplomatc actions
may be necessary to bring best practices to scale?

Looking beyond the operational elements, we submit the following recommendations to support the objectives of
humanitarian aid diplomacy:

Recommendation 1 Strengthen muHpartnership efforts to bring policy changes that can improve, sustain, and
develop the urbayouthrefugeesAd vocat e with host governments f or r e
including longer residence pemits, the right to work, protedaohGBTQI refugees, mainstreaming education,

and reducing the documents and fees required from refugees to register businesses, enroll in schools, and acce
business finance and services

Recommendation 2 Diplomatic actions to strengthen the understagdy national governments that refugees
can be a positive force in the economic growth and prosperity of the country, especially youth ré&ingegs.
governments to include refugees in theational developmestrategies and plandhis could takéhe form of a
multi-institutional task force to change the percep#@omngooth refugees and local governments thay are
staying temporarily in the countryThe false hope of a plausible settlement in western countries that almost never
materializegprevents the healthy development of youth and becomes an impediment for theirThisrean be

part of any educational curricula offered to refugees and NG@wv@ugh targeted awareness campaigns.

Recommendation 3 To support these diplomatic actis, ncrease awareness of thksGas an important funder
in these programsBranding and marking the U.S. foreign aid benefits the exposure of good will intentions of the
USGand the U.S. people and plants the seeds for better cooperation.
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1. Protecting Urban Youth Refugees in Africa

The Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM) of the U.S. Department of State has as its mission
the protection and relief adisplacedpeople around the world, offering urgent humanitarian responses to
disaster and crisisituations. As one ofthe largest donors to International Organizations (I0s) working on
behalf of these vulnerable populatigRRM provides crucial supportto refugees and to the-Somernmental
Organizations (NGOs) that deliver this support. These organizations inthed&nited Nations High
Commissioner for Refugeed NHCR), the International Organization for MigratioifOM), the International

Committee of the Re€ross(ICRC), andt he Uni t ed
vulnerable groups underthe mbr el | a of
includingunaccompanied and separatgdidren(UASC).

Nat i @(NIEEFC Amdngltheanosih s
PRMO s

Fu

t ar goethrefugees ia Affica i ar i

PRM commissioned Khulisa Management Services in Septe~*t~-

2021 to evaluate the specific characteristics of the urban youth re
populationi between the ages of 15 andi2ih Egypt and Uganda t
determine the main challenges they face and to analgzextent to
which current PRMunded activities are reaching this populati
The evaluation was conducted from 15 September 2021 to 29
2022. This report was preceded by a Desk Review Report subn
in January 2022, which was used to understaad#tkground of thi
group of refugees while setting the concepts and definitiosed in
the process of protection and relief of urbawuth refugee
programming in Africa supported by PRM

Based on data received from UNH{$teTable 1) headquarters an
in Egypt and Ugandawith 271,102and 105,076registeredurban
refugees respectively in 202&e havea large concentration of thes
refugees onthe continerih Uganda alone by March 2022 the num
of urban refugees reached 111,218

PRM6s programming in Africa

ther suffering and sometimes to sustain their livelihgodffering
meaningful assistance and protecfioand working with existing

Some Definitions
Refugee Youth According to the UN
definition, refugeeyouthareconsidered
between 1824 years old.
Protection International law indicates
that the State is responsible fc
protecting people within its jurisdiction
by respecting, protecting, and fulfilling
their rights, and by establishing an
allowing  for the meamigful
implementation of those rights.
Refugee protection: Refers to the
unique protection required by thos
who flee their countries of origin ani
who cannot avail themselves of tt
protection of their owrand who have a
well-founded fear of persecutiofor
reasons of race, religion, nationality,
political opinion, or membership in ¢

particular social group or due to 9

conflict, violence, events serious
disturbing public order, or persecutior

ees [

systems, 10s and NGOfocal andinternationd), to ensure the
interventions not only follow humanitarian best practices, buirdiee with U.S. foreign and national security
policies

1 SeeUNHCR Handbook ofRefugee Protection: A Guide taternational Refugee Laand Inter-Agency Standing Committee Policy on
Protection in Humanitarian Action (2016), p. 2. Availablén@bs://www.unhcr.org/publications/legal/3d4aba564/r eferedection
guideinternationalrefugeelaw-handbookparliamentarians.htmiandhttps://interagencystandingcommittee.org/syste m/files/2020
11/IASC%20Policy%200n%20Protection%20in%20H urtaai@n%20Action%2C%202016.pdf

2 The evaluation teamreceived a total of 862 documents from PRM (including program updates, infographics, summaries and factsheets,
case studies, etc.) t h anplementingeartsers linmgypttare dgatdy as wéll @s KBnya amdSoudtrsAfrica for
the period between 2018 and 20Znr the purposes of understanding better the background the team read and collected data for all of four
countries. The report itself focuseon Egypt and Uganda as case studies of the evaluation.

3 Uganda is hosb several refugee settlements that, according to UNHCR/Ugan#821 were home tb,573,291 refugeesncluding

asylum seekersAlthough the existing data is incomplete, an estid 23 percent of the overall refugée$)gandain bothsettlements

and urban areas, are youth.

4 The types of protection relevant to refugees based on international law and norms include human rights, legal, phgkiGaid soci
humanitarian protection, in addition to noefoulement and specific protections afforded to refugees.
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Table 1: Total Urban Refugees, 2018021
Countr 2018 2019 2020 2021

244910 254,726 259,292 271102
54,700 76,531 88,157 105,076
Global 5388900 5,664,966 9,000,358 9,535,637

Source: UNHCR Offices in Geneva, Cairo and Kampala

2. Evaluation purpose and scope

The purpose of this evaluation is to examine the work done by PRM partners on protection of refugee youth
in urban settings in AfricaThis evaluation will give recommendations for diplomatic actions PRM can use
with partner countrie® engage governments undertakng policy and other legal actiorts improvethe life

of thesevulnerable populationsAnother purpose of the evaluatianto identify some best practices derived

from the funding and implementation of these programs that can be promoted in the provision of humanitarian
assistance.

The scope includes the work done by 1©s¢ch adJNHCR for whom PRM is the largest dor, and NGOs
who work directly with PRMo offertargeted and meaningful protection to urban youth refugéee.NGG

are included in this funding activity till the gapsin programsthat the 10s might not addresRM
historically has fundetheactivities of NGOs for ong/ear programsbut in recentyears has shifted towards
funding partnershrough multiyear funding. These programs are mostly implemented through cooperative
agreements covering up to three years of activity funded in yearly increments.

We considered several elements within the scope of the evaluation including:

1 Diversity of geographic/demographic environment: PRM interventions ta&place
in regions with large numbers of refugees spanning many cultures, languages, and environments.

9 Diversity of sector and project focus: PRM supports multisectoral packages that cover a wide range of
focus areas including education, livelih@dealth, legl protectionand more.

1 Diversity of project stakeholders: PRM relies on trusted partners such as UNHCR or UNICEF and other
IOs and NGOsto implement its programs. These partners use diverse approaches to project
implementation.

The evaluatiomas thee componentsThe firstisa comprehensive desk review and written analysis of regional
populationsaandprogramming The second i§eldwork to examine the situation on the ground in two African
countries (Egypt and Uganda)The tird is the finalevaluation report to inform PRM programmatic and
diplomatic decision making ohumanitariarassistance.

The evaluation team visited Egypt (including Cairo/Giza and Alexandria) and Uganda (Kampala) to observe
and collect dataas described iAnnex 5.

The findings in this report were drawn from both field wodeskreview, and observations in the locations
where the interventions took placéhe emphasis of the evaluation team during these activities videsrttfy

best practices andeveloplessons leared. At the same timgthe purpose of the field work and coe-one
contacts with beneficiaries as well as implementers, was to identify actionable recommendations for the PRM.

This evaluation tries to answtreresearch questions belowo answer thdirst research question, we ase

some of the conclusions of the Desk Review Report and data collected through the meetings and materials
received fromimplementing PartnerdKs). The other research questionsres@nsweed mainly through
guantitative and qualitative data collected during the fieldw@&tawasalso gathered through open lines of
communication with PRM Program Officeirs Washington D.C., and the respective Regional Refugee

5 The PRM funding that goes to the 10s is essentially-esmarked and it is managed by different organizations based on their policies and
priorities.
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Coordinators (RefCoord#) eat country

1. What are the characteristics of the urban refugee youth population in Africa, and specifically the two focus
countries?
a. What are the absolute and relative (as a share of total urban and total refugee population) sizes of this
population, basedminformation available?
b. To what extentare youth formally registered as refugees with governmentauthorities and/or UNHCR?
c. What is the size of the unaccompanied minor/youth population within the larger subset?
2. What are the main challenges these urtngee youth face?
a. What challenges do refugee youth identify as their primary areas of concern?
b. What, i f any, additional challenges do unaccon
unaccompanied minor programs? How do urban settings imipboth positively and negatively
these challenges?
3. To what extent is assistance provided by PRM partners (UNHCR, other I0s, and NGOs) reaching urban
refugee youth most in need and helping them meet those challenges?
a. Do needs assessments identify refugee ygaghdistinct from children and adults) as well as those
youthwho are most in need?
b. Do assistance activities for urban refugees target the specific needs of refugee youth (including
unaccompanied refugee youth)?
c. Which interventions, through both NGOs ai@s| have been moiieor lessi successful in meeting
the needs of refugee youth, in accordance with defined program objectives, and why?
d. What barriers including financialand policy| i mi t |1 Os6 and NGOs6 abilit
refugee youth?
e. Which programs do refugee youth identify as most impactful in their liw&at other programming
do they most wish to see from 10 and NGO partners?
f. To what extent do refugee youth have access to national systems in host countries to meet their needs
T i.e., education, healttare legal assistance, anavork opportunities? What challenges and
opportunities exist to scale up integration into national systems?
4. What are lessons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners?
a. Are there examples of goodgmtices that could be applied, or even scaled, in other urban locations?
What factors led to success in those interventions?
b. In what ways can PRM support IO and NGO partners to better address the needs of refugee youth?
c. What diplomatic actions may be nesary to bring best practices to scale?

3. Evaluation design and data collection methods
3.1 Evaluation Design

To collect comprehensive data, Khulisa uaedixed-methods approachthat combindthe analysis of global
administrative data with field data collected in Egypt and Ugande. thentriangulatel ouranalysis from
gualitative and quantitative data collectethroughout the design, methodolggyd overall implementation
of the evaluationthe teamntegratedand applied

1. A close collaboration with PRM throughout the phases of this evaluation, botthewWashington office
andwith the RefCoordsn Egypt and Uganda

2. Partnering with in-country evaluators to ensuresmooth logistics on the ground, enhatite evaluation
teambs | inguistic and cultural understanding, and
efforts. The team worked with two efficient tearo evaluabrs and enumeratoins Egypt and Uganda.

3.Inclusive ofall stakeholders the desigrcapturedll relevant information from all participanfsom policy
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decision makersprogram managers, mentorscoordinators and other implemespts, and above all
beneficiaries.

4. Flexibility in implementationappied throughout the data collectionThe team adhedeto planned and

approved design and methodology but at the samergemgnizedhe need to adapfThe team added some
elements oflatacollection,includingFocus Groups and Observatigtigat enriched the information captdre
onthe ground.

5.Age, gender, and cultural sensitivitiesaare atthe centera€ h u | evalaafion implementationThe team
made evereffort for the benefi@ries to feel comfortable and to share their experience and opinions.

We apply the principles dfitilization -Focused Evaluation an approach which focuses on the usefulness of
an evaluation to its intended userBhroughout the lifecycle of th evaluaion, we consulted and deriefed

the RefCoords, PRMNashington officeand the implementing 10s and NGOs, in orderenhance the
utilization of findings to inform decisionsandto improve performance Furthermore, sseminating the
results of theevaluation via debriefs and oral presentations éxipcrease the level of utilization and inform
our recommendations faliplomatic actions.

We usel a methodologythatis asparticipatory and inclusive as possiblgstarting from the data collection,
which includel to the extent possible not only the partners and implementers but also the benefitiaies.
included in-country evaluators in instrument development and incorpofaedback from both ktountry
teans and the debriefg our analysis

3.2 Data collection methodsjnstruments, and sample size

The evaluation team was in the field from-28 March 2022 inCairo and Alexandriakgypt, and from 27
Marchto 9 April 2022 in Kampala, Ugandaveetings and interviews were done at UNHCR in Cairo, UNICEF

in Cairo, UNICEF through Caritas/Egypt and CARE in Alexandrad directly funded NGOs, Church World
Services (CWS) witiSaint Andrews Refugee Services (StARS), Save the Children (Sd@j,Terre des
Hommes (TDH) througlthe PsycheSocial Services and @ming Institute in Cairo (PSTIC)In Uganda the

same activities were done with UNHCR Kampala, International Rescue Committee (IRC), Jesuit Refugee
Services (JRSand UNHCRIP Norwegian Refugee Council (NRCSee Annex 5 for further detail).

Theevaluation team develepand usdfivekey instruments fourforqualitative data collection(SeeTable
2) and one foquantitative data collection

Key Informant Interviews (KlIs) with 10s: The team conductesemistructured interviews with 10s,
namey UNHCR and UNICEF in the HQ and at country offices with 11 managers and responsible afficers
The team receivednswers to all four research and evaluation questidhs.teamconductedome ofthese
interviewsvirtually prior to inrcountry dataollectionandthe majorityduring ourdata collection in the field.
Klls with NGOs: The teamconducedsimilar interviews with23 managers of thlGOs on the ground to
understand thactual prograntsscope size,and purpose.This datahelpedhighlight best practices in each
programafter confirming and triangulating with theeneficiariedanswers

Focus Groups(FGs): The team conducted 5 FGs with the participatiorb®fmentors, coordinatgrand
implementerf the programs throughout the NGOs in Egyfite teaminitially did not have these FGs
the protocols considering the uncert@@®VID-19 restrictionsbutremained flexible in adding them in order
to better understand thsituation of youth and child fegees in Cair@andAlexandria FGs allowed the team
to collect data on youth refugee challenfyesn the first level implementersoordinatorsand mentor both
cities. The team developed a protocol of questi(see Annex 2jhat were related only the challenges the
youthrefugees face in therbanareas.
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Table 2: Sample Size by country, organization, and gender

Klls with 10s Klls with NGOs KillIs with Beneficiarie: Focus Groups IIs with Beneficiaries Totals

Country/Stakeholders
F F M F M F M F M

UNHCR-Geneva 1 1
Egypt/Cairo 4 1 9 S S 15 0 6 27 62 130
UNHCR-Cairo 2 2
UNICEF-Cairo 2 1 3
Church World Services (CWS) / StARS 3 2 4 13 15 37
Save the Children (STC) 1 1 1 5 11 18 37
Terre des Hommes (TDH) / PSTIC 1 1 6 6 3 29 46
CARE 4 1 5
Egypt/Alexandria 2 0 0 0 9 2 45 7 42 17 124
CARE 3 2 22 21 16 64
UNICEF/Caritas 2 6 23 7 21 1 60
Uganda/Kampala 2 1 7 4 19 11 0 0 96 76 216
UNHCR-Kampala 2 1 3
International Rescue Committee (IRC) 2 1 10 4 42 28 87
Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) 3 1 7 3 43 29 86
UNHCR/Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) 2 2 2 4 11 19 40
Total Sample 8 3 16 7 31 28 45 13 165 155 471

11 23 59 58 320 471

Klls with Beneficiaries: The third element of qualitative datallectionwas one-on-one interviews with
selected beneficiariesMeeting directly witha total of 59beneficiaries and discussing both their challenges
and the effect of PRMunded programs on their daily lives is at the hearth@fevaluation. Openended
guestionsn thesesemistructured interviewaim to determine the degree to which the programs have had the
desired impact as well as how beneficiaries perceive the-Blgiyorted programs.

The gquantitative portion of theevaluationrelieson:
Data mining via desk reviewof administrative documents provided by PRM and IOs.

Intercept Interviews (I1s) with Refugees: Because theclassic survey
distributed online is not feasible considering the age and vulnerabilitie
the beneficiarieg;onfidentialityconsiderationsas well as the possible lac
of technological capacityp respondthe teanuseda different methodology
We collectedquantitative data throudBR0lls of approximately 15minutes
One positive element ofhe Il methodology is the increased level «
randomization in the data collection, reducing biasése survey hadlose
ended questions usiran online applicationJotForm thatallowed Khulisa
to create the data collection tool for enumerators toomstabéts without
Wi-Fi availability. Weworkedclosely with NGOs to schedule the necess: "M =F

days for the4-5 enumerators in each country who interegjtteneficiaries

at the NGO premises or when a specific activigsorganized during thievo-weekperiod ofour in-country

data collection.The team organizednextensive onglay training in persowith the enumeratorsn how to

use the tablets, record and transiméit datan real time as well as to ensure that research ethics standards were
adhered to Theteam also explained and clarified the methodology with the NGOs.

Figure 1: Gender distribution
of Survey Sample(n=320)

Our sampling strategy aimed to maximize engagement with PRM partners and moghenteam visited all
the NGOs and IOs in both couietsthat use primarily PRM fundingThe sample size aimed at representing
a gender balanced group of refugees as showigimre 1.

6 The JotForm was available to usepitones or laptops, but for consistency tablets were pravided
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The age distribution of the sampein the evaluation is shown in thegure 2.

Figure 2: Age distribution of Survey Sample(n=320)

l Egypt l Uganda

The evaluation stays within the boundaries of the targebftfe 247, according to the UN definition of youth.
The figure shows a distributiomore biasedoward younger refugees in Egypt compared to Ugaritlze
reason forthat is theemograpft nature othetargetedgroup in eacltountryand each NGO or IO who works
with them. In Uganda we worked with a relativetyore everdistribution withinthe age group and slightly
more withmature beneficiaries, while in Egypt the NGOs tendeddok with younger audiences, mostly
between 17 and 19 years olthble 3 showsthe total sample distribution by age

Table 3: Distribution of beneficiaries by age, total sample

Ageof 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22|23 24 24+ Total
EEEIEHEES

Survey 21 37 58 56 44 25 17 18 11 32 1 320
Interviews =L 9 8 6 S5 &5 8 7 2 1 59

[Tofal N 26 40 67 64 50 30 22 26 18 34 2 379

Refugees surveyed Egypt (sed-igure 3) predominantly come from the Arabspeaking countries of Syria,
Sudan, Yemenand the Palestinian Territoriesas well asSouth SudanEritrea, Ethiopia and Somalia.
Refugeesin UgandadeFigure 4) are largely from the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Somalia,
Rwanda, Burundiand theCentral African Republic.

Figure 3: Country of Origin for our survey Figure 4: Country of Origin for our survey
sample of refugee youth in Egypt (n=148) sample of refugee yquthn Uganda (n=173

1 - 53 1 - 41

7 Only in one instance we consideradefugee to be at the borders of 24 and 25 years old
8 This distribution is comparable to the global UNHCR ageiblistion of refugeesSeeAnnex 6 for details about UNHCR global data.
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3.3 Study Limitations

There are several data limitations related to this study:

T

The global data on refugees and specifically on urban youth refugees rely on UNHCR efforts in
collaboration with host countriesThe policies of collecting and reporting data depend primarily on the
policies and agreements with the national governments freave different focuess and means of
implementation. Although thee is a UN definition of youth that covers the-28 agerange the data
collected does nalwaysapply this definition. UNHCR uses extrapolation tbetermine the size dfie

youth refuge category.

UNHCROs def i nncludeschildrerdgedds-d8iyeansgouth atvery early stages of adulthood
(aged19-24 years) Data produced for both categories that are part of the defiratecollected and
organizedusing different age categes for minorsandfor those whoare considered adultsTherefore

the conclusions of the sizd theoverallgroupd e f i n e d ia debalapla@lnesetbiases increase the
difficulties of selecting a strictly representative sample.

Themeasurements of unaccompanied children are overlapping becangsarivariousdefinitions used
unaccompanied adolescents&gel 3-18yearsunaccompanied minors froral® years, and youth which

cuts in the middle of these different definitions fordéyears old Thediscrepancyn definitions makes

it difficult to offera clear determination of the siaéthe youthrefugeepopulation Furthermorethe 10s
sometimes usehe concept of unaccompanied and separated children (UA®@his a broadeconcept
depending on how they defifes epatr ati ono

Different recipients of PRM funding work at differeptogrammaticcapabilities andwith different
refugee groug so every effort to eliminate biases and introduce randomness in selecting the sample has
its limitations. The age, gender, and country of origin are sometimes dependergeographic location

of the implementers and their support by the local orgdiuas.

The sample we are using contains biases relatdtettarget groupf youth supported bgach NGO ata
particular program Although the representation of the samjplegeneralis close to the distribution by
countryand gender when we compare it with tregin of refugeesn both Egypt and Ugand#here are

still differences This is related to the locations where the implementers of the PRM funded programs
were operating antheresidenceof variousethnicities of the refugees.

The team kept a reasonable gender distribution of the sample, hoatelrerimplementation levéhere

is a slight bias of addressing the work with goiswith boys. Although wehavea relatively alanced
number of girlsandboys at the Kliswe did notnaintainthe samdalancet IIs forthe reasons mentioned
related to the nature of theryingprograms that we accessed during the fieldwork.

3.4 Research Ethics

Khulisa maintains a high ethical staard to protect the rights and interests of program beneficiaries,
particularly minors.Khulisa is registered with the S G &esleralwide Assurance (FWA) for the Protection

of Human Subjects (OMB No. 099@278).K h u | ermuraedasor training for this assignment included ethical
principles for working with children and referral pathways when interviewees raised issues of concern, such
as harassment, assault, fraud and corruption, and/or extreme vulnerability and a Eetyqse Annex 3

for more detail) Khulisa reported these cases to the respective protection partners and to the UNHCR offices
in country.
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4. Data and findings
4.1 Characteristics of urban youth refugees

4.1.1 Definitions and difficulties of measurement

The UN definition of youth is not widely used by either UN organizations or NGOBIHCR in Egypt and
Uganda used thagebrackets of &4, 511, 1217, 1859 and 60% UNHCR headquarters in Geneva noted the
following:

Aln relation t o t dreisnbagellCaakd@va foraouth{24),dutwe,canedtimate that
the total number [of both registered and unregistered refugees] car20@éfcenpf the total numberSo,

84 million is the total number, and the estimatedZ0percen} of youth caild be approximately 14 million.
We have used extrapolation i nNHBGRE®mployege o Gensva i n

This practice waslsowidespread at the NGOs in Egypt and Ugad@Os applied different definitions of
youth to @apt to the challenges and the neeflrefugees in each countrypuring the interviewsthe team
asked I10s and NGOshether theyise the UN definitiorfseeFigure 5). While the UN organizationgsethe
definition more frequentlythey do not categoriz datausing thisage brackeand tereforethey had to
specificallyextract data related to this defion. The NGOsusethe UN definition even lesgonly 10-15
percenuse it) In Egypt, there were a variety of definitioasf A yusad byiN&Os and IOs, includiig-
21years old(StARS), 1429yearsold (STC), underl8 and above 1@STIC) andsome hacho definition of
youth at all. UNHCR in Egypt also noted in an interview that they usertimge of 18-35 yearsfor youth
Figure 5: Who uses the UN Definition programming,whereaschild protection programming focuses
Youth? on undefrl8yearolds. In Uganda, most organizations use the
national definition of youthfrom 1835 years old Thus,this
transitional period from teenage years into early adulthood is not
specifically targeted. UN organizationsand some NGOs
claimed inKlIs they have not been asked to track or report on
the age breket of 1524, and thus have notincluded it in their
data. Based on their understandirtge lower limit of this definition, 15, is lower than what they,usal the
upper limit, 24, is also lower than their upper limit-29 years old.

UNHCR

33%

yes

Conclusion: Thetermfiy out ho i s determined by the axearioos
understandingof the conceptThe UN definition of youth as the age group2é5years old is not used uniforr
by 10s, NGOsand host country governmenBetweerll 7-21 perceniofthe global population of refugees ¢
youth between the ages of 15 and B#bwever, only 3perceniof IOs and 1@l5percentof NGOs interviewe
use this definition of youthThis may complicate thargetedprogrammingor this age group and direction
funding.

The difficulties of measurement aadso related to theefugeeregistration processvhich isimplemented
differently in Egypt and UgandaRegistration is related to the way different otnes have agreed to accept
and process refugees in settlements, release them in the urban areas, or a combinatiomefrhettiioned
above, UNHCR at a global level does not use th4%ge category for reportindgdowever, when country
offices regster individualsthey collect exact agesUpon request from the evaluation team, each country
office was able to use their beneficiary database to aggregate raw data into the requested age ca®djory (15
These country specific figures are more acaithain the global estimates on youthTable 4.

9To be able to compare sizes and avoid duplications of the different groups in the Desk Review Report the team disdénesed the s
refugee population based on this division of age brackets. However, for simplicity we will report the number tlsattéCdescribe urban
youth refugees based on the UN definition of youth.
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Table 4: Registered Youth Refugeeand Asylum Seeker20182021

] Total Youth Total Youth Total Youth
[PDFE] 23,572,976 4,528,114 244,910 55,444 - - _
24,340,898 4,629,961 254,726 56,553 1,381,122 297,754
24,561,679 4,942,582 259,292 57,816 1,446 378 330,393
25,379,645 5,370,173 271,102 59,390 1,573 291 369,224

*Global UNHCR data represent refugee population fror2#2years old. HowevetJNHCR estimates that the agt
aroup 1524 vears old represents17% of the total alobal refuagee population.

In Egypt,UNHCR has the selmandate to register refugees and conduct Refugee Status Determination (RSD).
UNHCR plays a critical role in Egypt as the only entity that provides refugee status and oversees refugee
protection in the country UNHCR will issue a blue card to refugees, yellow card to asylum seekers, and a
white paper to asylum seekers with incomplete documentation, typically unaccompanied rRltowing

the card issued by UNHCRhe Government of Egypt (GOBYyill issue 6month residency permits to
refugee®’. We could notdeterminéthe GOE 6 s s y s t e mctoab thair mternatirefugeeyegistration
databasgor if this data base existSeventyfour percenpf 10 and NGO respondents in Egypt stié GOE

has no regitration process for refugee$hey know UNHCR as the only authorityVhen askeadh the survey

who helped therwith registration 105 youthrefugees in Egypstated that UNHCR helped them register as a
refugee while several of them listed NGOs assistithgir registrationas wel|l notably CaritasStARS and

Save the Children.

In Uganda, the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) works in conjunction with UNHCR to register refugees
and conduct RSD for asylum seeke@®PM is responsible foregistemg and protedhg refugees in Uganda,

with support fromUNHCR. When asked in the survey who helped thimegister 109 youth refugees in
Uganda stated that OPM helped them register, with 57 also listing UNKEiRer organizations noted by the
Ugandan refugee youth were InterAid and Jesuit Refugee Services.

Some refugees discussddficulties in renewing their registration.In Egypt, refugeesnustrenew their
residence permitin Cairo every 6 months, #rely canwaitseveramonths to receie the new permit, leaving

them without valid documentation and vulnerable to detentibnlUganda, OPMconductsrefugee status
verification every two years, which, since 2030equires the refugees to go back to refugee settlements and
wait for severamonths for their status to be verifieddue to transpodtion costs and work commitments,

some refugees were unable to get verified and thes refugee statubad expired Ugandaés sett
policy, discussed lateat 4.2.1.2 centerson refugee support in the refugee settlements and thus does not
accommodaterban refugeewell.

Conclusion: The process ofrefugee registration is not consistentamong the host colnsi@sie registration
is the responsibility of IOs, mainly UNHC&delsevhere the host country government takes B&R Only
in some rare casetoNGOs help the processlowever, imall cases the registration and status determinatic
refugees is marked by challenges, delays, faeguentchanges in policy.

4.1.2 Countries of origin

The &ables belowdisplay the countries of origin for refugees in Egypt and Uganda respectivelgsolute
numbers and percentagés Egypt, the highest percentage of refugees are Syrian, PalestinhSudanese.
In Uganda, the highest percentage South Sudanese and Congolese.

1 n Ugandathe OPM offices which were allowed to register refugees in Kampala ceased doing so during the Covid restrictions.
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Table 5: Refugee and Asylumseeker population in Egypt, by countryof-origin 2018-2021
Country of origin 2018 % 2019 ) 2020 % 2021 )

SyrianArab Repblic 132,871 @ 42 129,210 39 130,577 40 133,568 40

PalestiniarAuthority | 70,021 | 22 70,010 21 70,022 | 21| 70,022 | 21
Sudan 41,771 13 48,684 15 49,249 15 50,668 @ 15
South Sudan 14,622 5 19,245 6 19,805 6 20,239 | 6
Eritrea 15,442 5 19,643 6 19,079 6 20,174 6
Ethiopia 15,931 5 16,713 5 16,099 5 15,671 | 5
Yemen 8,322 3 92,19 3 9,267 3 9,404 3
Iraq 6,994 2 67,76 2 6,804 2 6,803 2
Somalia 7,164 2 71,35 2 6,730 2 6,771 2

Source: UNHCR Data Finder, January 2022
Table 6: Refugee and Asylumseeker population in Uganda by country of origin, 2018021

South Sudan 789,287 66 861,596 62 889,054 61 923,565 62
Democratic Republic of Congc« 312,699 26 397,677 29 421,563 29 | 433,149 29
Burundi 34981 3 45678 3 49,728 3 51,066 3
Somalia 23,633 2 38,050 3 44479 3 47,633 3
Rwanda 14613 1 17,212 1 17,883 1 17,750 1
Eritrea 9522 1 | 14499 1 16,446 1 17,658 1

Source: UNHCR Data Finder, (January 2022)
Source: UNHCR operational update December 2018, 2019, and Jan 2020

Conclusion: The countiesof origin of the urban refugees Egypt and Uganda arasually from th
geographic vicinity of the host country, or from the countries in the near region who experience
civil war, natural disaster, or other hardshig:he flow of refugees is also determinedHmry similarityof
languagesspoken andhe perceived stability and prosperity of neighboring countries.

4.1.3 Unaccompaniedand Separated Qiildren (UASC)

UASC are children under the age of 18 seeking asylum in their own right and who are separated from both
parents. UASC between the agef 15and18 arepart ofour targeted beneficiariedJASC arecovered by
thechild protectiorpoliciesand specialized protectiaffered by 10auntil the age of 18 UASC protection is

often treated separatdipom the protection of youth refugees awlaole. The Youth Coordinatoat UNHCR
headquarters in Gened& not have access to thkild protectiordata that includedhinors, although the age

15-24 defined as youth by the UN clearly ovedayth minors In the field officesn Egypt andUganda
programmingwvas differentfotJASCunderl8years old The differencearelargelybecause of theariations

in thepolicies on creating settlements graintaining onlyurban refugeesin Egypt, refugees live in urban
settings while Uganda hasdih settlement and urban refugees.

UNHCR in both Egypt and Uganda keep a databasaJASC (seeTable 7) to provide child protection
services. UNHCR in Egypt gave financial assistanceldASC, but thisassistancstops at the age of 18n
somecases, therés alsoa difference of interpretation between UNICEF and UNHCR as to their respective
mandates isupportingUASC'3. UNICEF in Egypt believes they should have the sole mandate to protect and
oversee UASC, as does UNHCR.

12 As per the limitations of this study, the samplehef urban refugee population in Uganda may not reflect the countries of origin of all the
refugees in the country
13 From an interview with an 10 in Egypt

Page [LO



Table 7: Unaccompanied Children and Adolescents in
Egypt and Uganda, 20192021

Many of the youth struggle to support
themselves financially, are unable to complete

Egypt
Total UASC
Refugees
2019 254,726 4,855
2020 259,292 4,051
2021 271,102 4,090

%

2
2
2

their schooling by the age of 1&nd the sudden
halt in financial supportmakes a stable
;‘;ﬁ JRsle e transitionto adulthoodmore difficult. Out of
gees our survey sample in EgypiFigure 6) 40
1,381,122 39,036 3 percenof refugees n s w eYes the ldvel of
1,446,378 40,996 3 supportl receivedfrom NGOs and 10s is less
1,573,291 40,331 3 since | turned 18 14(percentans wer ed

Uganda

and9 percentanswer ed fAdolm©ét

A

Ugandawhere there is no specified cash support for those under I@&rd@nt e s p o n d e gherdent o 0 ,
respondand7pérgeafisdo n 6 t UNHC&imbganda Figure 6: Surveyed refugees wr
does not give cash assistance toS3@\but rather seeks to place ¢|3imed they received lsssupport from
them in foster families or wrnative care housinghere some |0sand NGOs since turning 1§n=217)

cash assistance may be given

population, whereas youth ades-24 are roughly 23percent

Ugandads ref ugee UASEInthe gare of othek
refugee families, preferably in the settlements where ther

UASC comprise only 3 percento f Ugandads
i
Yes N

provision of basic needsOur data shows that there afew .7%
_unaccompanled o Don'tknow Did not
Table 8: Refugees who came andfor children among the answer
live alone urban refugee ® Egypt ® Uganda
Egypt Uganda B(Zpsucl:atlon' In Egyp;’ *n=217 as not all respondents were over 18
Ref Youth th comprise _
inugcii)mg:%ietdi[h?lﬁgi as percenibof the refugee populationvhereasyouth agel 15-24 are
Interviewed 38% 7% 62 peécenliloége _ref;geetpotptulgtitt)hn,tstgowing_ th_(te safmggtrfend as
Surveyed 24% 13% ganda. s in Egypt state at the majority o X in
i Egypt are Etrean refugees who often do not speak Arabic
Refugee Youth that live alone _ _
e 17% 10% Egypt _has a higher numbgr of UASC in urban areas, wh_ereas
% 204 UASC in Uganda often stay in refugee settlements, reflected inour
Surveyed °% °| sample Table 8). Some55 percenpf surveyed refugee youth in

Egypt live with their parents, 2Percentlive with relatives or

people they knowand 20percentliven arranged communitié In Uganda, 3percentive with their parents
55 percentive with relatives or people they know, ang8rcent livein arranged communities.

Conclusion: UASCcomprise2-3 perceniof the refugee population in Egypt and Ugand@iaey receive target
protection by UNHCR in Egyhrough cash assistance but are at greater risk of detention due to diffit
accessingpermits. In Uganda, UASC are more concentrated in the refugee settlements, wherefood an
are provided. In the cities they do notreceive targeted assisin the form of cash or specific service provi:

14 This particular caslassistance is not funded by PRM
15 Our sample in Egypt had a higher number of UASC as locations for data collection included centers targetingnUAg@@da, many
UASC remain in settlements and thus are less represented in our sample.
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4.2 The challenges of youth refugees
4.2.1 The Role ofDomesticPolicieson Refugees

Domestic policies directlyimpact the protection of refugees living in éhhostcountry. Host country
governmentshroughther existing constitutions and laveetermine the legal standing aledel of accessor

refugees in thie societes Thesepoliciesdetermine how easy or difficultit is for refugees to register, have a
residence permit, areccespublic services Domestic policies may limit refugee access to public education

or public health systems, such as in Egypt, or may choose to host refiugeétements rather than in urban

areas, likein Uganda. As a result, hese policies can either increase or decregban youthr e f uge e s 6
vulnerabiliieswithin thosesocietes. In both countries, the impact of t®VID-19 lockdowns has severely
weakened economies and constrained public healthcare systems. Refugee youth have experienced addec
difficulty in obtaining a stable income and accessing healthcare.

4.2.1.1Egypt

In generalEgypt maintainsa closed policy towards refugees in which they discourage integration of refugees
into the general populatiopyovideonly shortterm residence permitor refugees and restri ct
access to education, formal employmemtd public servicesAccording to the World Bank®31.3million
Egyptians livel below the poverty ratén 2021 The overwhelmed nationdlealthand educationsystems
provide limited accessto youth refugees, making them economipbigically,and legallyvulnerable In

1954 Egypt and UNHCR signeaMOU entrusting UNHCR to provide services related to registration, refugee
status determination and documentationetésment andto allow assistance to refugees loyherNGOs
deniedin practice Refugees in Egypt amsonot allowed to legally work and have difficulty opening bank
accounts due to their temporary residence perrbidHCR has been advocating for wqr&rmits for refugees

in Egyptsince1991Y.

4.2.1.2Uganda

Uganda has a settlement policy in which they encourage refugees to live in settjemtacitsare usually
located in rural areascross theountry, andto make a new life there through earning income and receiving
food stipendsgeducation and evena piece of landHowever, consistent reductions in funding limit the
provisions in the settlements and many refugees move to cities in search of better ofigmrRefiugees are
allowed to leave settlements aguito the citiesunder the assumption they will be sslifficient and therefore
the government does not offer any protectiontioan refugeesRefugeesn Ugandaarelegally offeredthe
same rights sUgandancitizens including work permits, access to public scho@ad access t@ublic
healthcare However,in reality the access limited. The challenge fourbanrefugees in Ugandfalls largely
into two main brackets: (i) poverty as a barrier to access services and (ii) discriminatipretherits them
from realizingtheir rights as refugee#\ccording to the World BankJganda facehigh poverty levelswith
69.9percentof the populéion (27.7 million people) living below the poverty rate for low to middle income
countried®.

Despitethe challenges faced by youth refugees in cities, majority of our sample(96 and 80 percent
respectively in Egypt and Uganda) anseayesto, Ddiyou think being in a city is making things easier for
you?, accepting that it wasss difficultfor them to live in the cities than in settlementhey felt a sense of

18 Sinha, N. (2021World Bank DataPoverty andEquity Brief: The Arab Republic of EgyRetrieved 05/26/2022 from
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/pov ertyB@&O0 CBIF-4D93-AESC-

750588BFO0QA/SM2021/Global POVEQ_EGY .pdf

17 From interview with UNHCR staff in Cairo. Discussed hérigps:/ivww.unhcr.org/eg/wp
content/uploads/sites/36/2020/10/ERP2021EN.pdf

18 Mejia-Mantilla, C. (2020)World Bank Data Poverty and Equity Brief: UgandRetrieved 05/26/2022 from
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/pov erty/33 EFE3BB2AAE2-ABC7-AA2972D68BAFE/Global_ POVEQ_UGA.pdf
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freedom andself-determinatiorfor their life and their future

Conclusion: Egyptconsidersrefugees as temporary aigtouragesheir settlementnot grantngthem man
rights. Uganda maintains a settlement policy that centers refugee serviceslisettlementbut allows them 1
move to cities where they are expected to besaéitient and where the government offers limited ref
services.However, refugee youth prefer living in urban areas to settlements.

4.2.2 Challenges in the four main areas of ptection

Youthrefugees in urban areas faseveralchallenges Some of these are common to refugees of all ages,
althoughothers are specific for this groughis group has immense potential to impact positively both the
host country and their country of origin, making them a crucial focus of refugee protection programming.

1. The challenges faced by urbgauthrefugees irEgypt and Ugandare recognized biOs and NGOs

Based on 38 interviews with officers amganagersin these organizationsas well as 58 oithe-ground
implementers of the programsemerged thathey o u tchaliesges are impacted bariouspolicies This
includesboth hostcountrypoliciesas well as internal, dongaind organizationgdoliciesand priorities such
asfundingavailability and cycle, diverging prioritiestc. UNHCR doesotspecificallyfollow this agegroup.

The position of Youth Coordinator at the Geneva Offiasatemporary naturé€, which may make it difficult

to prioritize youthspecific issueskFurthermore, as already noted, UNHCR does not specifically track refugees
agedl5-24, and refugees of thisagroupreportechotbeingable to meaningfully participate in conversations
about refugee rights and programming.

UNICEF and UNHCR in Egypt noted several challenges with both government and donor policies that impact
refugeeyouth. Firstly, with governnent policiesUNICEF and UNHCR target their assistance to building the
capacity of host country governments to protect the rights of children and refugees respe®iehg
interviews UNICEF Egypt noted reluctance on the partttd GOE to includeefugeesn some servicesuch

asyouth centers, case management from the Ministry of Health, and standard operating procedures (SOPs) for
children on the moveAs aresult,non-Egyptians are asked to pay entrance fegeexcluded from certain
services This reluctance fronthe GOE makes it difficult for 10s to implement programming that focuses on
refugee youth in urban settings.

Secondlywith regards tadonor policies, UNICEF noted donors caedirect soméundingto certain groups

of refugees, namely Syrian refugees in Egymsiead ofthe sub-Saharan African refugeego are the most
vulnerable to discrimination and may need more targeted assisteheee was adeling that less flexibility

in the umanitarian fundingometimesnakes it difficult for IOs to respond to changing safety issues for the
refugee youtland adapt to new circumstances

2. From theurban youth refugee perspective challengesn Livelihood andEmploymenOpportunities
challenges in getting éducation challenges accessiktpalth serviceandLegalchallengesire depicted
in both surveg and interviews of beneficiaries

When asked to identify the challenges they faceveyedurbanyouth refugees in Egyphentionedequal
employment opportunities and having a job as their greatest area of difficulty, closely followed by difficulties
dealing with the police and having official docume(siseFigure 7). Twenty-seven percerdf urbanrefugee

youth in Egypt say they have received less support from I0Os and NGOs since turnifigell®ain areas they
identifiedas challengeare having gob, attending school or educational programs, being able to see a doctor
or nurse when needednd being able to work legally and earn the same as locals.

19 According to theinterview with the coordinatothis position is funded by PRM. The rank and the position levéieofouth coordinator
seems to be lower than expectedt allowing him to address the issues at the necessary priamityclusive of all issues of theeagroup
of youth andinform decision making.
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Figure 7. How di fficult i s it frefugegyouthintEgypt(n=128) Re

Having access to mental health support and counselling

Bemg able to get medication when I need it

Being able to see a doctor/nurse when I need it

Bemg able to set up my own busmess

Being able to work legally so I get paid the same as local people
Being able to have a job

Being able to go to school or participate in training programs

Dealing with the police

Having official documents
B Eazy ® Somewhat Difficult 8 Difficult ®SDon't Know 8 Noanswer

In Uganda, refugee youth identified the same difficulties accesgiugl employmentopportuni@nd having

a job, followed by difficulty gettingan education(seeFigure 8). In this country where there is no cash
assistance given ttnaccompanied children in urban areas, onlp@ftenstated that thereceived lessince
they turned 18.The main areas these youth identifieadchallengingare being able to have a job, being able
to start their own businessesd being able to worlegally andat the same salags locals.

Figue8 A How difficult is it for you Ugandam®m=" Re s |
Having access to mental health support and counselling 49% _
Being able to get medication when I need it 26% S 48w 1%% 3%l
Being able to see a doctor/urse when I need it 25% S % 13 e%m -
Being able to set up my own business 8% [IIISSH s -
Being able to work legally so I getpaid the same as local people 19GNNITEE e -
Being able to have ajob 5% s

Being able to go to school or participate in training programs 30% S % 30% 2%
Dealing with the police 23% 3% 16% T B3% I
Having official documents 29% o 3%m 29% (8%

Easy @ Somewhat Difficult ®Difficolt ®Don't Know ®Noanswer

Conclusion The main challenge identified by surveyed urban refugee youthis having a job. In Egy
challenges included dealing with the police and having official documents. In Uganda, anothengd
highlighted by refugee youth was receiving an education.
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4.2.2.1Livelihood challengesEmployment opportunities

Livelihood is a major area of concerarfurbanrefugee youth, as many of them start bearing financial
responsibility but struggle tind employment or start businessesuccessfullyFigure 7 shows that the area

I'm responsible for taking care of my siblings and mother because she is currently ill with terminal die
| also do not have a sustainable income and yet I'm meant to take care of my young sliagsh I'm
currently doing is tailoring and our premises are not located in a favorable place to attract customer:
affects our sales.We are sometimasnable to get food at homés a vulnerable girl, you sometimes find
yourself in uncompromising acts such as having sex with married men and prostitution just to fend fc
needs. Refugee (age unknown) in Uganda

refugee youth in Egypt rated with the highest diff
Similarly, Figure 8 demonstrates that Ugandans considered this their most difficult challenge.

Refugees are not privileged to some¢ In Egypt, the policy that refugees are not legally allowed to work
opportuniti esSIM-W makes it difficult for refugee youth to sustain themselves
cards with a refugee caéd [We financially. Although Egypt has a very large informal sector in
donodot ] hol d a Uc which many refugegouth work,theybattleto securean income
When we go to the markets and spee due to low levels of education, discrimination, and workplace abuse
Kiswahili, the prices are hiked, and from Egyptians. A repeated theme from interviews with refugees
we are cheated. When we spea and NGOs was of refugee youth in Egypt being hired for a job and
Luganda, the priceare lowered. not being paidleading them to quiandthenbeing threatened by
Refugee (23 years old) in Uganda thejr employershat they willreport them to the police to have them
detained or deported.Interviewees claimed thairban refugee
youth in Egypt are entering the narcotics trade as petty drug dealers in order to earn mwngguth often
aspire to engage ie-commerce butack opportunities to develop these skills and cannot afford tertiary
education, leaving them relianbhaunskilled, unregulated labor that leaves them vulnerable to discrimination
and abus®.

Because refugees in Egypt are not given the same rights as Eg Jﬁhding food is a problem
citizens and have only temporary permitshey havedifficulty Sometimes we have and seimes

opening bank accounts This makes it extremely difficultfahem® e dono6t é | t h
to engagein financial activites and operate legal businesseAll dondt want to g
refugees in Egypt rely on the informal sector to survive, na | am a Congolese.

setting up small craft businesses or working as domestic cle Refugee (17 years o)dn Uganda
Fifty-two percentof the urban youttrefugees interviewed in Egy

When | was working for Egyptians, | spent one month with them, but | was not paid so | left. | receivec
threats through my mobile é.]why did you not go tthe Police after receiving these threats messades?"
afraid they will jail me. Refugee (20 years old) in Egypt

had facedviolent discrimination from host communities, including by Egyptian police.Refugees are
dependent on locals for job opportunities which are almost never setlueg.are often unable to report any
abuse faced irhe workplace due to discrimination they face from police, and many refugee girls and women
reportedfacing sexual harassment and abuse in their jobs.

In Uganda, the most repeated challenge from interviews with refugee youthnwaability to meet their
basic needsincluding shelter, foodand hygiene productsThis forces manyrbanyouth refugees$o drop
out of school and seek empl oyment or Howeaar lackingtis i n e

20 The Khulisa research team referred interviewed refugee youth in vulnerable situalt®® fotection partners in their respective host
countries to ensure the wellbeing of all participants
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education andbeingin a societythat hashigh rates of unemploymentrbanrefugee youth struggle to find

stable incomg One reason given by the youth was that their parents or guardians were sick and unable to
work orhad lost their income due @OVID-19 lockdowns.Youthwhohad already misgenearly two years

of school due to Ugandads | oc k gocational tragnig programsitoo n s f
start small businesses hairdressers oselling crafts or street foodNGOs discussed theegative coping
mechanismthat youth turn to in order to secure shelter or food, incluglingtitution, petty crimgsnd selling

drugs.

A theme that emerged in Egypt regarding &Ais their increased difficulty in finding safe and stable work.
UASC are more likely to rely onrgy informal work they are offered, which puts them at greater risk for
workplace abusefResponses also indicated that 8@are more likely to join gangs in order to secure income
or resources and physical protectidhdASC gang members that get arrestedy spend more time in detention

as they do not have family to pay their bail or help thgehreleased. In Uganda, the negative coping
mechanism that UBC may turn to is prostitution, especialhe victims ofSexual and Genddédased Violence
(SGBV). UASC also are less likely to complete high school, due to their need to financially provide for
themselves, increasing their vulnerability to abasd sexuaéxploitation

Urban efugee youth also repeatedly mentioned discrimination from host communities as a reason for their
struggle to find work.Refugees in Egyptrho aredark-skinned or norArabic speaking gave these as reasons

for not being hired, whd refugees in Uganda meaned ethnic discrimination against them for not being
Ugandan.Sixty percenof survey respondents claimed they were discriminated against because of their ethnic
group. It should be noted that the refugees can interlink nationalityesimgicity andare often referring to
discrimination for not being from a Ugandan ethnic grewen they cite ethnic discriminatiomhus this is

almost interchangeable with discrimination based on nationality.

Job insecuty for Ugandans often leads to resentment and discrimination against refugees, and several claimed
_ _ _ they were not given jobs aweredismissed from their

Figure 9: Interviewed youth refugees in Ugand jops due to their refugee statussurthermore, some

answering what their biggest challenges are (n={ Yefygeeavhohave fled tribal persecution facestisame

. 11 persecution within the refugee settlements and
Education 3 e L
_ n communities in KampalaWhereaghe refugee policy in
Basic Needs 2 Uganda gives them the right to access work permits and
Discrimination/Harrasment_34 6 other legal status freely, the implementation of these
Employment/Livelihood M 3 policies is inconsistent, and refugeeften face barriers

to obtain legal working documentsThis caninclude
bribery, administrative fees that they cannot afford, and
Healthcare .. misapplication of the law that treats them as foreign

® First Challenge® Second Challenge Third Challenge ~ Migrants (with different fee schedules) and not refugees.

Language barrier™ 1

Of 30 refugees interviewed in Ugandaj (36 percenk
stated that their primary challenge was not being able to pay for edu@tianother 3fercentstated that
their primary challenge was not being able to pay for amtbasic need&igure 9). Tenstatedthat oneof
their biggest challengdtisted either first or seconajas the harassment and discrimination they faced from
Ugardans.

Conclusion: Refugee youth face many barriers to finding stable jot&gypt they are not permitted to w

and face harassment, discrimination, and abuse from Egyptian empldgddganda they face discriminati
from locals, lack of educmin and training and do not speak local languages.
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4.2.2.2Educationchallenges

Refugee youth in Egypt primarily attend Refugee Community Schools, which they generally find easy to
access and affordable, as shown by their respon$égure 7. Even those who are legally allowed to enroll

in Egyptian public schools, which is roughly p@rcentof the refugee population, often reman refugee
schools. Sub-SahararAfrican refugees (noirabic speakersfaceextreme bullying and violencein the

public schoolsbased on their skin color, and many Syrians attend Syrian Community Schools instead of
Egyptian public schools due to a bettpality of education.Egyptian public schools ar@vercrowdedand

the teachestudent ratio isteadily increasirig. NGO employees interviewed described how refugee parents
faced barriers enrolling their children in public schdmsausehese schools asked for documentafsurch

as birth certificates, passparéd vaccination cardishat the refugee parents do naivie. Although legally
refugees do not have to submit these documents to enroll their children, misinformation about refugee rights
delays refugee children and youth from enrolling in school.

The main challenge | faced when | came to Egypt was thelerenatlin schools. | wasted 2 years withou
being enrolled because of not having official residence in Epygtlt is not an easy process for refugees 1
enroll. Refugee (16 years old) in Egypt

Further there is aparallel schooling systemfor Sudanesand South Sudanese children, as wellf@s
Ethiopians, Eritreansand Somalis. These community schools have been running in Egypt for more2than
years. They teach the Sudanese curriculum, which is available in English and Arabic, but many refugees
cannot obtain their high school diploma as the Sudanese Embassy ¢$&00exer child to write their final
exams.In interviews with NGO employees, this wasereason given to explain why refuge@snotobtain

high school diplomasThe fee is too high for refugees, atttereforemany do not complete their high school

and have no option for tertiary educatiokgyptian universies also charge foreign studesrhigher fees
whichrestricts refugee youth from obtaining tertiary educatmlnich was cited in interviews by Syrian youth
refugees There is no clear solution for this parallel schooling system, but UNICEF is advocating with the
GOEto recognize antbrmalize these schools using the Egyptian curriculum, offering these children a way to
formally obtain high school diplomas and seek further educaliotihe meantime, NGOs have adapted to this
parall el system and try Ikneedssasvehas thene tAh example iSStAB® e s 6
which hascreated a community school that has been serving the refugee community for m@e yleans.

They have good classroom facilities, including a computer lab, where they teach the Sudanese school
curriculum from k3 to Grade 12.

Oneof the answers we received from paréngspecially from the Yemeni community or Syrian communit
and even South Sudanese commuinityhen they go to the school administration, they have been aske
provide a passport, to provide a birth certificate, to provide last Certificate of Edugattbthey don't have
the three documents.é Bo whatthe parentis goingto do, exceptjustgo into the community school bec
it's easier for them. NGO Employee in Egypt

Refugee youth in Uganda struggle to afford school feeomplete their secondary schooli(8p percent

found it difficult as seen ifrigure 8). UNHCR stated that they have advocated with the Government of
Uganda (GOU) to subsidize primary schoolforrefugees, buthigh schoolfeesremain higher than whatrefugees
can afford.Refugee youth repeatedly stated that th@yld not afford to go to schod, both interms ofpaying

school fees and in losing income they could be generaBuogdlic primary schools require families to pay for
uniforms,lunch, and a stipend towards teacher salariekhe fees in high schools are greater, and one
participant chimed she would need UGX 300,0(Y8)per term, which is UGX 900,00@235)annually, to

attend high schoolThese fees make it almost impossible for refugees to send more than orpech#dily

to school.

21 Marc EspanolJanuary 31 2022)gypt moves to redress teacher shortages in public schdbMonitor. Accessed 06/06/2022 from
https://www.aimonitor.com/originals/2022/01/egypiovesredr essteach ershortagegublic-schools
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A repeated theme fromrbanrefugee youth irdganda was the challenge of having thegihool certificates

accreditedin the Ugandan systemSchool certificates given in French or Swabhili were not recognized by

Ugandan authorities, and without any certificteseyouth could not enroll irany secadaryschool or
university. Anotherchallengeidentified by the refugees is the language barrier to enroll in schivalny
Congolese refugees do not speak English, andnigstinvest in additional lessons to learn Engligthich
they cannotaffordYoung ref ugee mothers stated that they
education.

Conclusion: Urban refugee youtktruggle to obtain high school diplomas, let alone university educatiol
to the school or examination feesonge refugee youth in Egypt can atteardy the parallel education syste
throughcommunity schools, bueverthelesaot all can afford to sit their final exam3his restricts their futur:
employment options and has a domino effect of poverty and irtyfouthe refugees. In Uganda they h
difficulties accrediting prior education, cannot afford school fees, and have a language barrier.

4.2.2 3Healthaccesschallenges andnentalhealthneeds

From both interviews anithesurveyof urbanyouth refugeeshealthcare accessnerges aa challengeSome

When | joined StARS organization, they helped | ‘:’3'44 percentof refugee youth in Egypfound it

: : : . Asomewhato difficult to
in many thngs and my life changed.did not face medication when needeBiQure 7). In interviews, the
any discrimination because of race and religi ) ’

Before | joined here, thRS [Catholic Relief youth stated that they did not often experience
Serviceskspeciall th’e education and psvcholc discrimination at these healthcare facilities, but when
allo ng ?/ne to be oppye N they were required to pay for scans or specific

joined the program here, | started learning Eng| treatments, thegould not afford to do soln Uganda,
well. | shared with thépsychologist here whe refugee youth fa_ce the same challerige gxacerbated
supports me everything | think abotjt.é JHe by the poor quality of public healthcare in the country

motivates us and gives gsnfidence and helpsm *, . .. -
difficult in Figure 8).
set my goals and plan for the future.
Refugee (16 years old) in Egyp A repeated theme in interviews withrban refugee
youth and NGOs was thptiblic health facilities often
did not have stock of medication and gave out
prescriptions for the refugees to purchase medication elsewherproblem experienced by refugees and

Ugandans alike Although consultations with health professionals in public hospitals is free, medication must

bepurchasednd is often in sbrt supply. Similarly, they struggle to pay for scans and treatment for chronic

conditions NGOs such as JRS, IR@nd NRGC providehealthcare services directly to refugees. In both Egypt

and Uganda, NGO employees stated that they struggled to suppaeesfwith chronic conditions and those

(4853 percentst at ed they f ound

do

S

e

who required assistance with operations, as inves

took resources away from others with medical needs.

Mental health is a repeated challengeéhat was mentioned interviews with NGOs in both Egypt and
Uganda.In Egypt, NGO employeasentionedhat refugees often suffer from Pagtaumatic Stress Disorder
(PTSD) from escaping persecution and encountering violence on their way to. EByistis exacerbated by
harassment they face from the Egyptian host communRgpeatedly in interviewsjrbanrefugee youth

mentioned both physical and sexual harassment they faced from Egyptians, including authorities, on a regular

basis. Furthermore, some NGO employees sthis caseload is increased by youth who have lost hope for

their future due to the difficult challenges they face surviving in Egypt, as well as wbothave been raped
or faced SGBV.One NGO employee stated that 60 percent of the girls that receweesefrom them have

been raped.Physically, girls struggle with unwanted pregnancies and financially providing for a child at a

young age, but their mental health challenges make it difficult for them to continue their edueatig@and
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to emotionallyconnect with their child.

In Ugandaape and SGBV wererepeatedly reported among t
urbanrefugee youth and NGOs interviewe@ultural practices o
childhood and forced marriage were also cited by NGOs
barriers to child protection and sexual and reproductive healt
recurring theme from refugee girls and wonigmjirls becoming
pregnant due to rapbéut also being rejected by their families
communities and having no means to support themselves or
children.For these young mothers, completing their education
longer feasible and many have to find means to support them
including prostitution. Some refugee men also recalled h
experiencngexual abuse | ed to fad
thusdiscriminated and rejected by refugee and host commu
alike.

NGO employees in Uganda repeatedly stated that their M
Health and Psychosocial Support (MHPSS) caseload was m
SGBV cases for both men and womerSubstance abuse c
become a coping mechanism for these refugees, leading
harmful cycle in which they are unable to develop and su
themselves. Refugees thaare SGBV survivors reportedly fa
many mental health barrietisat can affect their schoolingNGO
employeeseportedthat SGBV survivorsfirst need to under
counsellingoefore they can continue their educational or vocati
training.

Rape in the past couple of years ar
the number of SGBV survivors thai
we have seenhas goneup drastical
Again, because there is the sense
the local community that you can ge
away with essentially doirenything
to arefugeé Dring the week we
see at leasft leasffive to tenrape
cases approaching us. They
[refugee girls] often are being rapec
or sexually harassed by the mal
members of the family [where they
work]. And we've had girls who are
trying to make a police repartWhat
then happens is, mostly it's bee
completely dismissed from the
police, but even if they did take it
back to the family, what the family
then says, nOh,
10,000 Egyptian Pounds from us. S
what are yousaying? Her making
your police report we should be
reporting agains
of common stories that we hear a lo
NGO Employee in Egypt

Conclusion: Youth refugees need a lot of mental health support due to violence, specificallytS&3 Bie),
encounter. Furthermore, refugees face some barriers acitgsisasic healthcare.Many NGOs focus (
providing basic healthcare and MHPSS support, but cermaedical services are costly for NGOs to prov

4.2.2 4L egal protection tallenges

A repeated theme from beneficiariessl@nd NGO employees in Egypt was the challendeanrefugee

youth face inobtaining legal residence Youth refugees face high risk of detention in Egypt, often due to

incorrect @ insufficient residence permits and registration documen®lence from gang involvement

exposes them to detention as wellefugees have to obtain anonth residence permit in Caird@.hirty-two
percentof the refugee youthinterviewed

| would say safety mostly [is the biggest challengéhen

f ound it

fi dobt&irf officall t o
you go outside after 6 pm, you are not safeu are scared gocumentsRigure 7). The frequency of this

about what might happentou can be attacked by thieves renewal and the location for refugees in

and others just because you are diithey can be exposed to Alexandria make it diffialt for urbanrefugee

youth to retain legal documents, which is
more difficult for unaccompanied youttho
do not have guidance on these procedures and
often cannot speak Arabi(50 percentof
UASCin Egypt areEritreart?). This situation

sexual harassment any time... Uganda was peaceful, and
not face this problem in Uganda.

Refugee (17 years old) iBEgypt, previously settled in
Uganda

22 UNICEF (2019). Children on the Move in EgypAccessed 06/06/2022 from

https://www.unicef.org/eqgypt/media/5476/file/Children%200n%20th e%20Move. pdf
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is worsened byaports ofpolice discrimination against refugeesthat they will detain them unfairly and
without sufficient causeRefugee youtlepeatedly stated in interviews thlatyavoid dealing with the police

due to reports of police discrimination and the risk of detentkafty -two percenbf refugee youth responded

to the level of difficulty in de &dyptiangolieeirepdrtedtydoe p o
not provide protection to refugee youtiut rather dismiss their claims.

My life here is so difficult. The Egyptians are too violentwas walking with my sister in the streets whe!
some guys tried to annoy my sister and harasslheed to proect her. They hit me on my head.passed
out. | found myself in BhADi dteonat e p a¥es$butsonepfithena
did not help me at all. Some of these guys asked me to pay therhe problem is the violence and
discrimination because of the color of the skin. Refugee (18 years old) in Egypt

Overwhelmingly the most cited challenge mentioned for refugee youth in Eggptéptance from the host
community. The Egyptian host community is reported to display high levels of antagonism and violence
towards refugees, which caneventefugeesrom accessing service®NGO employees spoke about refugee
youth being asked to pay additional fees to access sporteenedtional centers, as well as being denied entry
to sports teams due to their race or refugee stafbe. host community is often misinformed about refugee
rights and refugees feel they cannot appeal to GOE or police authorities to protect and thiokeceghts.

UASC face a high risk of detention, as they face the most challenges obtaining their residence permits
(without parental guidancence detained, the§RASCare isolated and unable to complete their registration,

as UNHCR, UNICEFand otler NGOs are not permitted into the detention facilities to aid the refu@aeg.

one NGO, Caritas, was able to occasionally provide hygiene items and winterization for detained refugees.
These youth will often be kept isolated in detention for month&wah until they are finally released or
deported.Their fate is never sure and there are no exact figures on howlW#®@are currently in Egyptian
prisons due to the lack of access to those youth.

Conclusion: Urban refugee youth find it difficult to maintain current, valid residence permits or refuge
in Egypt and Uganda, complicated by corruption or lack of protection from authoritiesy face detention
deportation, as well as exclusion from reéggservices.

4.2.3 Discrimination, Gender- and SexualOrientation-BasedChallenges

There are many gendeaind sexuabrientation based challenges in both Egypt and UgamdiaNGOs and

| Os i n Uga n dves,thhemre arp specificagender dnd sexaidéntation based challenges for refugee
youthd ,  w i perbenti® Egypt responding the sam@&oth countries havhigh levels of SGBV both for
refugeeand host communitiesWomenwho have low socieeconomic power are most vulnerable to rape and
otherforms of SGBV#3, putting refugee women and girls at highest level of vulnergbilin Egypt, many
youthmentioned that due to their exposure to violence on the streets, it is better for women to stay at home.

Our biggest challenge is insecurity Refugees had an interesting opinion aboistgaestion inFigure 7.

because of my brother's gay status, w In Egypt, 59percenof refugees interviewed stated there were more

are being discriminated against in the challenges for girls than boydn Uganda, 69ercentstatedgirls

communities where we stay. The had more challenges than boys31 percent saithoth facedequal

community 1 s not challengesand noresponses that boys faced more challenges than
Refugee (21years old) in Uganda girls.

In both Egyptian society and Ugandan society, it is unacceptable to identify as anything but heterdsexual.
the survey, only 14percentof refugees in Egypt and Iercentin Uganda stated they had experienced

23 Seehttps://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/internatieamhiv esof-public-h ealthand co mmunity-medicin eiaph cm5-
063.php?jid=iaphcm

Page PO


https://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/international-archives-of-public-health-and-community-medicine-iaphcm-5-063.php?jid=iaphcm
https://clinmedjournals.org/articles/iaphcm/international-archives-of-public-health-and-community-medicine-iaphcm-5-063.php?jid=iaphcm

discrimination based on sexuality It is repoted by NGO employees thatamy of them do not admit or

accept a differendexuality.

In Egypt(Figure 10), our survey respondents identifiethnicity and raceas the biggest are#@s whichthey

have faced discriminationn UgandgFigure 11), ethnicityi being anon-Ugandan ethnicity was the most
commory cited reason for disamination

Figure 10: Surveyed refugees in Egypt based ol

gure LU Figure 11: Surveyed refugees irdganda based on
discrimination on: (n=148)

discrimination on: (n=172)

Ethnicity 5504 41%qg b2 %0 Ethni city 60% 38% 194¢
Religion HPFEER % Religion 9% 82% 2%8%
Race — — Y Race 111% 80% 19%8%
Sexuality INERFN T Y T e 2 o Sexuality #15% 75% 3040%
Gender 2% 010 ¥a1% Gender "17% 75% 19%6Y

EYes ENo HEDon't know BENoanswer Yes ®No Don't know ® No answer

Conclusion: Poverty isa factor that increases the riskafoan youthrefugeego face high levels of sexual a
genderbased violence (SGBW)here is a clear lack of protection in this area in both Egypt and UgaGitts.
are athigherrisk to violence and discriminatidghan boys.LGBTQIrefugees face a high risk of violence in &
Egypt and UgandaEthnicity isalsoexpressedftenas acommon reason refugees experience discrimina

4.2.4 Youth refugee acess to national systems

Access to national systems in the host counttés/es first and foremost from the domestic policiesbout
refugees.However, it is also affected by thevel of development of these national systéniw poorly or
strongly the economy of the host coungbleto providereliablehealth, education, and other servicethat
national level. The economic situation in the host countmas increasantrimmigration and antrefugee
sentimentamong the host nationdts Even whenegally public servicesre availableto refugees, the is
little enforcement. Schoolscan have variety of restrictionthatmake admission difficultThe police do not
alwaysrespond tepisodes of violencand otheinfringements whemeportedoy refugees.The hospitals do
not offer routine services withowhargingfees and paymentsAll these factorseliminate the realityof
r e f u goeessst@dnational social system

Living here in Egyptis the biggest challeng&here is no future for anybody herd.come here believing
thatmosttime when the resettlementisn'tforthcoming, then I need to go toywmrkan'tas a refugee have
a legal work document or work perm&o it means I'm stuck having to do domestic labor or I'm stuck hav
to do contrated work, but | work with a very low incomeSo that means that in the end, I'm working t
survive. NGO Employee in Egypt

24 This phenomenon has been documented in particular in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, as evidenced in trart2fihdrep
Director-Gener al Efuality htevork: Th®coritinuing challengehtibs://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/publieled _normy--
declaration/documents/publication/wcms_166583.pdf whi ch notes that fADiscrimination
economic uncertainty. There may be a tendency for governments to give lower priority to action against discriminatiqrerihaisnof
economic downtluynoB(pl bgt, SMmiul & mbha relationdoeteen etMiictthreat anld 2ddrosi¢ i n
insecurity in tifimdktlsat perfeivesl etbnic threat by the immigrants @ Europe is higher in countries where GDP
growth is lower. Seehttps://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/about/conference/BlL-ElERelatiorbetwe erethnicthreatand
economieinsecurity Summarpaper.pdf
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In Egypt,all refugees can access the national health system, but they are restricted from accessing other public
services, including work permitfanking,and schools.As Figure 12 shows 34 percentof urban youth
refugees surveyed stated that they fihave access
percenstating they do not have any accessd 10percenstating they have full accest Uganda, refugees

are entitled to access the public systems, but they often cannot afford the minimal fees required to buy

Fiaure 12: Surveved respondents' access to national public systems and infrastructure (n=320)
| have full access TG KL

| have access ofter—m_

- A% |
| have access sometmee o B Egypt
Uganda
; 6% |
| have access occasmnall—r :
| do not have any acce NI NN

| don't know

medicine, enroll in publischooling,or access the legal and banking structuriéss interesting to note the
perception of refugee youth in Uganda, wherep@8centst at e t hey fioccasionally
sy st e mpeentthdt 3hey have no accesand only 6percentthat they have full access to public

infrastructure.

Concluson: In both countriesrefugees by law can have sodegree oficcess to the national systenhs. Egypt,
refugee youth can access public healthcare but have limited access to most other public services,
schooling and legaprotection. In Uganda, refugee youth can access public services but with a great
difficulty due to the fees charged for the services. Thus, in both countries, youth refugees perceive it as

4.3 Assistance outreach leveland program efficiency

4.3.1 Protection programming implementers

In both Egypt and Uganda therare a variety of programs supporting urbarnyouth refugees. The
implementers, international NGQend their local partners are engaged in all four areas where the challenges
aremostdemanding This entailsprotecting refugees in education programs, health programs, legal support,
and employment/vocational training programs, known in the field as livelihood programRrimgyams being

run for youth 1524 years old are described intdiéin Annex 4.

IOs and international NGOs work very actively with local NGQaritas Egypt an&oraya in Alexandria,
Egypt and Kafomiand Xavier Projects in Uganda are examples where PRM grantees partner with local
organizations in implementing the prograntdne best practice example is Save the Child8rC), which
structuredits 3-year PRM grant such that in its third year the paogris being implemented by local
CommunityBased Organizations (CBOsBETC focused on building the capacity of the CB@socurement

and financial management processeassvell as providing technical assistance forthe program implementation,
including sd&eguarding, case management, mental headind psychological support, education, and
livelihood. Now each CBGsuccessfullyunsits own Community Learning Center to implement the PRM
programs, as well as provislether services for refugee communities.

Engaging locals atarioudevels has a positive impact in the host societ@@B0Osofferagood understanding
and local context they understand the customary behaviors and actions, they apply cultural nuances into the
daily programs and support, and akall their involvement has a great impact into capacity building and play
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a distinguished role in the integration process of refugees in the host communitiedh Egypt and Uganda,
the local organizations that work side by side with the internatibi@®Ds and I0s employ refugees in all
aspects of implementatiorOvercoming legal constraints on employménése CBOsre not only serving
refugeedimmediate needs and/or protectjidnut also provide a source of income for some refugee members
of theseorganizations.

During the observations and in the process of Kie team detected very little awareness among the
beneficiaries served by international and local organizationsithe¢ programs are being funded in full or

in part by the USG. In KllIs, refugees were asked if they knew who was funding the programiah ey

were participatingAl t hough 30 of the 52 that were asUs@m r es
their answer.The U.S.flag was seen at NGOs in Uganda, but very infrequently at NGOs in Egygtthe

team did not see any mentioning or specific awareness about PRM activity among the beneficiaries.

Figure 13: Signagefor the RefugeePrograms

\I "
4 s
A

VS

oot Wt Sarvce

JESUIT REFUGEE SERVICE
P.0. Box 7410 Kampala Uganda
WWW.jrsea.org

Conclusion: PRM program implementers run solid and successful interventions in Egypt and Ugfabelst
practice identified was working with local CB@sd hiring refugees directtp implement program$yinging a
better social context, andpskilling the local protection support for refugees.

4.3.2 Specific programs for youth

NGOs in Egypt and Uganda implement PRM programs $ipetifically target youth refugees but as
discussed ilAnnex4, very often thes programs are nogstrictive torefugeeyouth. These programs can be
open to other age groups as well as vulnerable host community menrbptsmenters opening their funding
to these other groups (host communiteembersand those outside the definitioof youth)creates the
possibility for more holistic programmingrom one phase of life to the next, empowerefygees to become
self-sustaining This also reduceserceived or real conflicts with the host commupjiyomotingntegration.

The NQ&@sadmipg usually follows their definition of youttn Egypt, StARS runs a center fdASC,

which provides services for refugees up until the age e221with their school students capping off at the
same age.PSTIC focuses on adolescent boys andngmenbut does not restrict their programming to a
specific age rangeTheir group includes boys and young men from 14 to 30 yearsSId provides case
management for minors up 18 yearsold butincludes youth until 29 years of age in their livelihood and
healthcare programsCAREOGSs pr ogr ams si midgald untltheiranidgnentiesyarm u t h
include both refugees and vulnerable EgyptiafZaritas with UNICEF/PRM funding trasnand develos
programs for refugee families, not strictly youth individuals.
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Table 9: List of programs for youth offered by NGOs and 10s covering four main areas of protection

Health, including psychosocia

Legal, including some case

NGOs/I0s Education Employment opportunities

support counseling
Egypt
1 Refugee Community School T MHPSS Case manageme . . h
for UASC 1 Vocational and life skills
CWS (StARS) -
) training for UASC
1 Bridging program for UASC T Health services for
ging prog refugees all ages
1 Learning Hubs
CARE 1 Reading support programs | 1 SGBV and MHPSS Case| { Village Savings and Loan
1 Educational activities on management Association
womends right s
1 Youth-led community 1 Wage employment &
Save The Children initiatives 1 MHPSS and SGBV Case vocatlgnal training progrgm
management 1 Business grant & business

i Positive Parenting training training program

1 Community Psychosocial
workers

TDH (PSTIC) TBoysd group:
causes of gang involvement
. : ) 1 Supporting Youth in
UNICEF (Caritas) | 1 Learning Hubs 1 Family Clubs Detention
Uganda
1 Life skills training for boys T (?ash assistance for ) .
) medical procedures 1 Vocational and business
IRC and girls on ) . - 1 Legal support for refugees
. 1 Basic needs provision fo training
potential
young mothers
1 English school bl Access to medicines anc
medical support . -
. 1 Several vocational training
JRS 9 Primary and Secondary . -
; 1 Basic needs provision |streams
school scholarships
1 Daycare

1 Placing UASC in foster home
or alternative care

9 Child protection case
management

1 Computer labs
UNHCR (NRC) 1 Business grants and training
1 Art and sports activities

Answering the guestionf whetherthe programs at the NG were specifically for yout{Table 10), 48
percenof the interviewed beneficiaries in Egypt stated the NGO
Table 10: Interviewed refugees had youthfocused programs, wie8 percentesponded thatthe
responding to "Does the NGO provide programs were open to everyon&s mentioned at Sectioh.1.1
programs specifically for youth?" this could be due ttheinterpretation of the definition dgiyoutrd

Yes No Don't by NGOs or local implementerb u t also due to
know situations and needs. Similarly, in Egypt, 46 percent of
Egypt 48% 48% 4% interviewed beneficiaries responded that NGO programs targeted

46% 46% 8% youth, with 46percenstating they were opento all, ange@rcent
respondhg thatthey were somewhat youth targeted.

The interviewedbeneficiaries expressdfigure 15) a more optimistic view about how the programs they
were participating in were not only reaching them but alsoaedimg well to their needsin Uganda an
overwhelming majority(96 percent)of the interviewed refugees consider that the programs respond to their
needs, butifEgypt only68 percenbelieve the programs respond to their neéttsvever, a closer assessnt

of the surveyed beneficiaries in Ugan@&&g(re 14) shows that only 3fercenpf those who consider that the
activitiesin which theyparticipaterespond to their needs, do so always or often, whilpef8enmnote they
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Figure 14: Surveyed beneficiaries on how ttr Figure 15: Interviewed beneficiaries if the

activities respond to their needs(n=320) activities respond to their needgn=54)

Egypt 9% 78 Egypt

Ugand EZE %3] Uganda 15% 4%
| u Always Often Sometimes

mYes mNo = Somewhat ® Don't Know
Rarely Not at all = Don't know

only sometimes respond to their needsie results of the survey in Egypt reflect a similar nuance.

In Uganda, IRC used a similar moded CARE in thatthey ran youtktargeted programming open to both
refugees and vulnerable Ugandans up to the age of 35. JRS ran an English school open to all refagees whil
their vocational training programs targeted youth fromdD¥ears old with themajority of participants being

17-25 years old.

Conclusion: PRM-funded NGO programming generally targets youth, but due to the many needs ofr
half of refugees surveyed feel that this pro

4.3.3 Assessing theneedsfor better support

The information obtained through interviews and observations showd@sategularly conduct need
assessments with refugedbat go through their registration proce®ghen theyidentifya specific needhey

refer the individual to receive support and protection by the Ni&Daddresssthat specific need More
specifically, UNHCR in Egypt conducs Best Interest Assessments for unaccompanied children, disabled
children or those who identify as LGBTQn order to determine if they should be put forward for resettlement
or provided with specific protection service$hese assessments are not done withrahnrefugee youth

but ratheron a need$asedand referral basjsand with those 18 and undelUNHCR also condust
participatory assessments, similar te@discussion, with refugees across all ages to assess community needs
and to determine program desigim Ugandawhere the registration process is the responsibility of the OPM,
UNHCR conductsthese participatory assessments annuallyThese assessments are essentially group
discussions that invite the refugee community to raise their areas of concern with UNHCR, giving UNHCR
gualitative data that informs program planning and designe examm@ given was that refugees raised the
issue of streets not being lit at niglthich increases the risk of fgroung women. Subsequently, UNHCR

and IPs have been working on lighting streets in refugee communities.

NGOs often have both screening or needsaessmentsonducted with refugeeghen theyfirst enter certain
programs, as well aannual or biannudtG discussions and market assessments to determine refugee needs
and program designindividual needs assessments are conducted in case management screening, refugees
accessing basic needs provisiand emergency assistansereening for USC at the StARS enter, and
especially for victims of SGBV. In addition, NGOs such as PSTIC, JRS, and CAREductan annual
assessment using eithiés or FG discussions to determine the needs facing refugees and how to best respond
to those needsSome NGOs and 10s hawther assessments they run, such as SiARI8erability assessment

that reviews which familieparticipatingin their community school should receive financial assistance for
schoolfeesUNICEF Egypt iscurrentlyconducting learning assessments tedaine the learning loss during

the COVID-19 pandemic and how to structure bridging programs for refugee students.
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As Figure 16shows,50-57 percenpf thesurveyedefugees statetthatthey had been asked about their needs
by the NGO, with slightly more positive answers in Uganda than in Edypim the beneficiarginterviewed
(seeFigure 17), only 39percenin Egypt stated they had been asked abouttheir needs, compargukta &t

in Uganda. It is likely that because NGOs only conduct individual needs assessments forcspemiices

when an individual case is opensdmeof the youth interviewed had not had a needs assessment conducted
with them.

Figure 16: Survey respondents that have bet Figure 17: Interviewed respondents that have
asked by the NGOs about their needs (n=32 been asked by the NGOs about their needs=51)
Uganda ( Uganda %
Egypt X Egypt
EYes mNo mEDon't know EYes mNo ®Don't Know

Conclusion NGOs and I0s use individual needs assessments usually at the entry point of the progran
specific services, suchas legal protection, MHPSS, or basic needs provision. For refugee youth joining
and vocational training programs, most datmeceive an individual needs assessm&ayveral NGOand I0s
use annual surveys aridls to gauge refugee needs

434 The 1 mpact of the inter vepemspectvens from the benef

The evaluation seesi¢ impact of urban Tapje 11: Number of refugees served inlPRM supported
youth refugee protection  program programs, 20192021

(oscribed in Aanexé) toush wo |

dimenzions:]l;irst, tfhe_ Ilevr:el ofoutreachh, ar StARS| PSTIC| STC CARE | IRC IRS
secondhow beneficial the programs hav = 2™ "5 298] 10 610| 4,674] 24503| 41,189] 4,923

been to change the lig®f these refugees
and to protect their rightsThe reach of the Youth | 16,860] 3,568 4931 10372 6,508] 233

NGOs according to theirprograns is
presented imable 11. In this table, few NGOsecord the number ofouthsfrom 1524. NGOs either had
those older or younger than 18, or a petage of youth they extrapolated.

The programs that youth both Egypt and Ugandmentioned ashe most impactful on their lives were
business and employment support programsfrom vocational training to business grants.

In Egypt, the youtlinvolved in the boy8life skills groups run by PSTIC repeatedly stated that they were very
helpful, particularly with the integration of sports into the progranother repeated theme in Egypt was the
appreciation for psychosocial support and life skifograms.Surveyed refugee youth stated their needs are
being the most fulfilled in the areas of being able to go to scho@€8tentespon@d thathey strongly agree

or agree) andnentalhealthsupport (64percentFigure 18). Urban youth refugees did not feel their needs
were being meh the ability to work legally with fair pay (2Bercen); interacting with the police (4Rercenk
andbeingable to have a job (4@ercentFigure 18).
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Figure 18: Surveyed respondents in Egypt that agree with thetatement, "The NGO programs are fulfilling
my needs in the areas below..." (n=96)

Be able to access Mental Health support and counse! 27% 37% 7% 13% 7% 7%
Being able to get medication when need 18% 0% 17% 13% 110
Being able to see a doctor or nurse when ne e I L7 Y 7 VL VL L7
Being able to set up my own busine SEEEER 41% 2% 16% 5% 20%
Being able to work legally and be paid the same as oG EEEFZL7 7 YL N L7 Ny 7 W

Being able to have a job

Being able to go to school training progra

Interacting with the police!
Having official documents Iy L7 -7 7 S 7

m Strongly Agree B Agree ® Neither agree/disagrees Disagree B Strongly disagree ® Don't know = No answer

In Uganda, a repeated response was the value of the Girls Shinengading Men through Accountable
Practices EMAP) programs run by IRC that taught both boys and girls alootme n 6 s rights
empowerment Interviews with refugee boys in Uganda highted that several of them had previously
viewed girls as only having domestic responsibilitibat through programs offered by NG@swy were
encouraged to send their sisters to school and empower women to get jobs.

Figure 19: Surveyed respondents inUgandathat agree with the statement, "The NGO programs ar
fulfilling my needs in the areas below..." (n-168)

Be able to access Mental Health support and counselling 209 7 20/ N O/ V1. e L)
Being able to get medication when needed 1% N7/ o/ [0 W L WA
Being able to see a doctor or nurse when needdd % HNIOY/6N N2/ 47 W 7L
Being able to set up my own busine 4960 0YGNNIGY/G N 47 W7 1 W L)
Being able to work legally and be paid the same as |d4ISY6I6YcNNIN- 7 MY 7.7 7 Y=0)
Being able to have a joHIYIE0, NS T o 7 W 7 5]
Being able to go to school training programs 35% 6 R040f
Interacting with the police3%6mlg Y2/ - N WL WA
Having official documents 7% M6 /620w i 7L W N— o L7 W WA,

Strongly Agree ® Agree ™ Neither agree/disagree® Disagree ® Strongly disagree ® Don't know ® No answer
Other themes from Uganda are the value of basic needs provision and cash assistance, as well as educatio

programs. Surveyedurbanrefugee youth indicatetthat the areas where NGO programming is most fulfilling
Figure 20: Refugee youth ratings of how well th their needs arebeing able to attend school or training

NGO/IO is supportina them (n=365) (70 percen}, being able to see a doctor when needed
30 percen), and being able to get medication (28
2 mr% . ) get
avet — — EZ 7% percent Figure 19). The areasn which theNGO
Uganda I o, Program is least fulfilling their needs afmeing able to

work legally and receive fair pay (fercen}, being able
to have a job (13ercen), and being ablestart a
®Very well  ®Somewhat well business (14¢erceniFigure 19).

* Notat all well = Don'tknow In Uganda,a repeated theme was the difficulty the
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refugee communityas inaffording basic needsin the urban areas, ankey were looking for NGOs to

provide them with food, shelteand employment.Their situation has been worsened by many lpsireir
livelihoods due to theCOVID-19 lockdown. These needs were ofterotwast for the NGOs to satisfyin

Egypt, mosturbanyouth refugees were seeking education and vocational training, which several NGOs
provided However,Figure 20shows that more refugee youth in Uganda, both surveyed and interviewed, feel
that NGOs and | Os ar e s ueinpEgyptithe majority chaienfOs @nd &GQs amwe | | a
supporting them fApewcenstagh aeywalleo Aiaond @ Thisasllikelydue | | 0
to the vast number of neellsr protection these refugees seek from NGOs and IOs.

Programs that focused on holistic behavioral ancTable 12: How Refugee Youth rated how well th
lifestyle change were the most impactful to the NGO/IO is supporting them by the location of theil

youth. As seen inTable 12, certain NGOs or IOs interview (n=320)

received higher fAVery Very  Somewhat Not at alDon't FHeE:-X:
youth. StARS in Egypt is one such example Well  well well know

which offered bothcommunity schooling as well

as a holistic center for UBCto receive MHPSS G 2o J

support, medical attentiomand life skills training. 21% 66% 10% 3%

: . Ml TDH/PSTIC 44% 28% 3%  25%
The StARS program is designed to provic CARE 78% 19% 3%

holistic support to refugee youth and familie gNTEIREIE 23% 59% 9% 9%

Similarly, TDH/PSTIC counsellors ar actively

involved in their community, often as refuges 11% 73% 14% 1%
from the same communities, and engage with 65% 35%
boys in life skills groups, sportand family or [FNEECN:E 33% 60% 7%

community counselling as neededThis re

emphasizes the best practice of hiring refugees to warfirgee programmingFor its part, JRS in Uganda

has designed vocational skills training to develop refugees year upon year and set them up for work in the
future. Supported by programs such as English lessons, basic needs provision, day care forgtbeng m

and MHPSS counselling, JRS addressesthe holistic needs of refugee youth in Uganda and helps draw out thei
full potential. These examples also highlight the fact that MHPSS has been noted as particularly crucial in
both countries to help youth diewith their trauma in order to further their education and development.

Conclusion PRM programsmplemented byOs and NGOs have reached a considerable numb
refugee®n the ground.Programs that refugee youth in Egypt ratedst highlywere education and life sk
programs,while in Uganda basic needs and vocational training programese most highly rated

4.3.5 Youth Program Expectations Figure 21: New areas of programming requested [

o surveyed beneficiaries in Egypt, (n=372)
As seen inFigure 21, the areas whermore

assistance from NGOsis requestedare
education an@mploymenbpportunities.This
was followed by requests for health servic
and legal supportin that order. Refugees .
surveygdin Sgpanda requested a IotgemOI Education
assistance with basic needs, such as she
food, transport, nofiood essentials, schoc
fees and business graribs

Health services

Employment
opportunities

Sports, art,
recreation

Cash assistance|
1%

Legal support

]
g

2 Eachsurveyed refugee listed multiple answers for new programs requested rhisrihe number of answers given rather than of refugees
interviewed
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Educatioral support, particularly being able to learn English and digital/IT training, emerged as a repeated
theme from interviews with NGOs andbanrefugee youth alike.Theurbanrefugee youth expressed their
desire to expand their education into new areasyllemrtertiary education, learaciencesand attend field
trips. Ref ugees t hat c orequestadésthoohscholarshigdnathertrepeated theme was the
desire for more diverse technical
and vocational training, business
grants and materials
traineeships, and job
opportunities. A third repeated
theme was the desire for better
quality healthcare and medical
support, as well as protection and
legal assistanceOther programs
requested include arts and music,
sports, beauty training, driving
schools, accommodatipnand
assistance with resettlement.

Figure 22: New areas of programming requested by survey
beneficiaries in Uganda,(n=482)

Shelter Health services

- 5%
Education
Vocational | Hygiene! non-
trai food essentials
2% 2%
. assistance ;f
Busi-
ness | Ty
Grants | POt gg
o
23 sl & 1% 154

Conclusion Programsmost requested by refugee youth are programs for employment opportuni
education, followed by healthandlegal servideefugees hope to enrollin higher educasind secure a stal
income for themselves and their families.

Employment

Opportunities

4.3.6 Barriers to implementation for NGOs and 10s

Although theUSGi s UNCHROs | argest d o n o rto oaganiatians andhe greundg n i f
with a variety of protection programi)s and NGOs cited several barriers to implementing these programs.
Onecommonbarrier repeatedly mentioneehsunderfunding in light of vastand growingneeds In Uganda

both NGOs and I10s claiman interviewsthatfundingto refugeesin general has decreased yearon year, which
also affects funding for urban refugee youRelated to this, some NGOs expressed difficulty with restricted
funding thatis focused on a particular target group or activity and carmealssigned to more urgent needs.

Policy wise, in EgyptNGOs and 10s repeatedly expressed hiifficult it is for local CBOs to be registered

or receive funding from international sources. Some indirect PRM grantees, such as StARS and PSTIC,
are not able todirectly and independentlyegister legallyas local NGOglue to GOE restriction®yr it takes

a long timeto do so Other PRMgranteessuch a<CARE, have had to adjust their proceddocalization of
grants due to this issueCBOs need to receive permission frtime GOE to receive international donations,
and this permission can take many months to be appro&edther repeated theme in Egypt was igsue of

the parallel school sgem for refugees arfdilure to mainstream refugees into public schoolsCommunity
schools find it challenging to register with the Ministry of Education, which disqualifies them from teaching
the Egyptian curriculum NGOs running community schools reggted that UNICEF and other I0s actively
design and implement mainstreaming programs to enroll Sudanese, South Spatethedeer refugee children

in public schools. In Uganda,the implementerdace thebarriers of the settlement policy, because
metropoitangovernmentauthorities, such as the Kampala Capital City Authority (K@@Aptfocusenough
onurbanrefugee issuesThey tend to discourage refugdesm comingto the cities and insist on the policy
of r e f u gedf-sustdinability whemoving from settlements to Kampala.
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NGOssometimes face the barrier of not being ablestach the most vulnerable communitiesand refugees

from all ethnicitieshat are spread across urban ardd&Os could not always afford to set up new offices or
centers in other parts of the cityThis is he case of JRS in Ugand&heir geographic area currently serves
majority Congolese refugees, and their inmediate need is to establish services in other refugee communities
NGOs expresseddesire for additionigunding, venuesand resources to hebp broader number afrban
refugees in Ugandan Egypt NGOs cannot always afford to ramtildings or spacesvhere they can service

a bigger number of refugee¥he PIFIC managerexpressedh interviews the neetb rent proper spacesto
increase the level and numbers of refugees protected.

Thedifferences in theyclesof funding entailadditionalplanning from the NGQsSpecifically most NGOs
plan activities from January to December, whiiefiscal year for thaJSG startsin SeptemberAs a result,
somementioned that they had to find other metmnRundtheir activities for the first nine months of the year
while waiting for the PRM grant.

Conclusion ThelOsand NGOs face several barriers in the implementation process of prgpeatioeamming
for urban youth refugeesrhis includesscarcity of fundinglegal barriers to register to work in the count
refugee policies in each country, the lack chsps to conduct activiticandthe cycle of funding.

4.4 Some essons learned and best practices for PRM and its partners

The programs that I0s and NG@sin Egypt and Ugandwaith urban youth refugees bring some solid lessons
learned and best practices that can be replicated and used in similar environments and in comparable
conditions.

Holistic Programming. Programs that address issues of refugee families and commardidse to achieve

greater successes in reaching refugee youth with psychosocial support and lifeT$lelltINICEFCaritas

and CARE partnership to set up Learning Hubs in Egypt is one such example, where Dd@BEUSE
centersthatm CARE O s BMpawermentprogram to addin Learning Hubsand computerlaboratories
for refugee youth and children to usdsing the same center is practical for youth to attend, builds trust with

the parents, and enables the entire family unit to improve their Idigills and market accessSTC uses a

similar approach of providing several services at oneceftérCé6s practice of buil di
CBOs enhances the longevity of services provided to refugees, enabling a holistic and community approach.
Another example of the holistic approach is the PSTIC psychosocial program that works with refugee families
and communities as well ¢argeting refugee youth, as presenteBax 1. NGOs that employ refugees deepen

their links with the refugee community and often are the programs uhazanrefugee youttcite as best
practices.

Formalizing diplomas and certifications. One barrier refugees face is obtaining official certification, such

as high school diplomas and university certificates or degiegeslihoods programs that connect refugees to
formalized education drastically increase their chances for gp&ging joh further educatioyand stability.

One example is the JRS networking training in partnership with Makerere University in Ka(Bpala).
AnotherexampleisNR&€Epr ogram to translate and/ or equate ref
into the Ugandan academic qualification systefaurther, livelihoods and edutian programs that give
refugees access to computers anthputer literacy trainingmpower those refugees to reach an online market

and obtain better paying jobs.

Supporting services Another key approachm holistic programming is to provide supportisgrvices to
urbanrefugee youtlalongsiddivelihoods or education program3hese services help refugee youth address
barriers they face that hindéreirfull participationin the program.Examples of these services seen at NGOs
include mental health support, day care forteenage caregivers, basic needs provisions such as food, medicatiot
and hygiene products, and local language clasaltsough the funding directed at these servisasstricted,
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the NGOs use them to sustain the achievements in more targeted programs like livelihood, education, health
and legal areas.

Below we presensome of thebest practicesfrom NGO programs observed in Egypt and Ugandaeh on

both the ratinghatthe refugesgave the organizations ifable 12as we | | as researcher s
programsonthe ground We present the three highest scored programs that refugees have befrefitthd

most andcan be used as case studies for best practices to be implemented in other countries.
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Box 1: Selected Best Practices of Refugee Youth Programs in Egypt and Uganda

Best Practices 1
TDH Egypt through PSTIC: Educate
youth to avoid gang involvement activities
Behavioral change, psychosocial support,
education.

PSTIC runs a life skills program with teenag
boys in refugee communities to help the
avoid gangs and gang involvement. Retit
gang leaders work with the PSTIC team
lead mentorship groups with thedoys at
schools and community centers in Cairo,
well as to play football with the boys eac
week. The mentorship groups discL
pressures boys face in their homes, scho
and as refugees in Cairo to create positi
outlets and group identity for &se boys.
Topics include addressing violenc
education and school, relationships wit
family and the opposite gender, and planni
for their future. The success of the progre
can be attributed to (i) using as mentors
group of former gang members wt
understand the boys:¢
serve as role models, (ii) coming alongsi
schools to target boys that cause trouble a
struggle academically, (i) including sport
in the program, and (iv) building this
program to complement their currer
psychosocial support in refugee communiti¢
The mentors help mediate between teena
and parents and help refugees who ¢
involved in violence access health servic
The program is successfully lead by C
Nancy Baron for many years.
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BestPractices 2
JRS Uganda:Vocational skills training
Livelihood, employment opportunities.

JRS runs a comprehensive livelihot
program to provide youth with practica
skills to get jobs. Their livelihoods prograi
includesthe following streams: tailoringdan
design, hairdressing, cooking and hospitali
arts and crafts, mechanics, an
networking/IT. The networking/IT stream
done in partnership with Makerer
University and youth who complete tt
training receive a certification from the
university, helgig them to obtain formal
employment. The training also has thn
levels of intensity, each 1 yelang program.
JRS encourages ownership of this progr:
as well as ensuring high quality training t
limiting classroom size.The success of th
JRS prograntan be attributed to (i)efugee
youth must apply to getinto the program a
they celebrate their completion with

graduation ceremony, (ii) the program i
supported by additional services such

English courses and a daycare for youl
mothers, (iii) JB aims to employ refugee
who have completed vocational training, (i
the most promising refugee youth can al
apply for modest business grants through J
to start their own business once their trainir
is complete. By empowering refugee yot
with boh language and certified technice
skills, JRS sets them up for job success.

Best Practices 3

CWS Egypt through StARS: Refugee
School and Center for UASC
Education, training, livelihood.
StARS runs a refugee community school
CairoadjacenttoSaimindr ewbds ¢
teaches the Sudanese curriculum from K3
Grade 12. Their school has a computer I
to teach refugees digital literacy, and tfF
school offers scholarships, including tF
Government of Sudan
the final exams, dr refugees mosn-need.
StARS also has a Center for Unaccompan
and Separated Children (UASC) that rur
mental health and psychosocial suppc¢
services, a bridging program to help UAS
catch up on learning loss and enroll in tr
community school, accebasic health care,
and vocational training to start earning
income. This holistic center assists UASC
legally register as refugees and thus bent
from refugee services. StARS success ca
attributed to (i) the quality of the educatio
they provde, (ii) their holistic approach to
helping refugees, both UASC and refug
families, and (iii) their employment @
refugees as staff. StARS hires refugaes
mentors, facilitators, and translators at the
center, which creates a safe and famili
spacefor newly arrived UASC and provide
livelihood for youth refugees already in tt
programs









































































































